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PREFACE 


This work embodies the result of my research on 
Vedanta Philosophy the study of which occupied my atten¬ 
tion for a good many years. I received initiation in 
Vedantic line of thinking from the renowned Sadhu Mangal- 
natha of Rikhikesh (in 1913) whose Sanskrit works like 
1 %^'^ bear testimony to his deep penetration into this 
most important branch of Indian Philosophy. Afterwards I 
received instructions from and studied some authoritative 
works on this system with the distinguished scholar Swami 
Prakasananda Puri of Rikhikesh whose erudite exposition of 
ai|^i%^’s commentary is well-known among the Sadhu- 
students of advanced Vedanta. I received much help from 
Ramasrama of Uttarkasi in learning much about Vedanta- 
I The practical lessons on the highest Vedantic Truth 
and the system of self-discipline for its realisation in life I 
obtained from the most revered saint Baba GambhirnStha 
of Gorakhpur whose profound silence and habitual meditative 
mood in the midst of all circumstances set up a high spiritual 
ideal before my aspiring soul and roused in me strong desire 
for systematic Sadham and truth-realisation. I am deeply 
indebted to the famous Swami Turiyananda (a fellow- 
disciple of the celebrated Swami Vivekananda) whose 
inspiring talks gave much impetus to my Sadham. 
I owe a debt of gratitude to the most remarkable 
Yogi Swami Siyarama of Jambu-Kashmir for some valu¬ 
able suggestions on the actual practice of Yoga. I 
enjoyed the edifying company of Muni Narayan of 
Petlad ( Guzrat) and studied with him and 

I I am grateful to Swami Siddharudhra of Hubli 
(Karnatick) for giving me some instructions on several 
important topics on Vedanta. I am deeply obliged to Pandit 
Atmarama ^stri of Deccan, a good scholar of Neo-Nyaya 
and Neo-Vedanta, with whom I studied the three most 
difficult and important work? of Neo-Ved|nta, vi?. 
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(including many important si^jn of 33 ^?^ and 
of and 

I After having gone through all the available 
printed works on the Non-dual School of Vedanta I gave 
my attention to the study of Vedanta-manuscripts and 
studied more than six hundred works (Vedantic) from 
different libraries at Bombay, Poona, Baroda, Madras, 
Tanjore, Srirangam, Mysore, Sringeri, Broach, Nasik and 
Calcutta. ( Quotations from 60 important manuscripts have 
been given at the end of this book.) I am in deep debt of 
gratitude to Professor Akshaya Kumar Banerji for substantial 
help in the preparation of the main text. To this text which 
is purposely made non-technical, so that it may be intelligi¬ 
ble to the general readers, I have added technical discussions 
which are printed in smaller types and in some places 
inserted as foot-notes and at the end as appendices (taken 
from my old manuscript copy). I earnestly request my 
readers to study, after the perusal of this book, our “ Critical 
Examination of the Non-Dualistic Philosophy, which forms 
the fifth chapter of our work “ The Critical Examination of 
the Philosophy of Religion ”• and having known what can 
be said for and against the said doctrine to freely rethink 
about the momentous problems. 


Author 


♦ “The Critical Examination ot the Philosophy of Religion,” is 
published in two volumes (Pages 1110), a copy'of which will be found 
in the library of any University or College in India, 
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MAYAVADA 


OR 

The Mon-Daalistic Philosophy (Vedanta). 

INTRODUCTION. 

I 

According to this theory, one changeless differenceless 
attributeless self-luminous Being is the Absolute Reality. It 
is in Itself above time and space, above all cause-effect 
and subject-object relations. There is no second reality, 
within or outside Itself, from which It distinguishes Itself. 
It is pure Consciousness, without being conscious of any 
object, and without the will and effort to do or produce 
anything. Hence this Absolute Reality cannot be regarded 
as a self-determining and self-conscious Person, in the 
sense in which self-determination, self-consciousness and 
personality are understood by us. In it Being and 
Consciousness are identical. It does not create or produce 
this world of effects out of Itself through any kind of self¬ 
modification or modification of Its Power or Energy, nor 
does It create this world out of any other self-existent 
material by the exercise of will or effort. Therefore It is 
neither material cause nor the efficient cause of this 
diversified universe. Any connection with such creation or 
production would imply some sort of change and relativity 
in the nature of the Absolute Reality and would be 
inconsistent with the true character of this Reality, which is 
absolutely changeless and relationless. 

It is obvious that this world of effects cannot be itself 
self-existent or the product of any other self* existent Reality 
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or Realities by the side of the Absolute Reality, for such a 
supposition would involve an evident self-contradiction. 
This theory reconciles the cohception of the absolutely 
differenceless, changeless,^attributeless sblf-luminous Being 
as the one non-dual Reality with the experience of the 
world of changing diversities, by asserting that this 
experienced world is not real in the sense in which that 
Absolute Self-luminous Being is rea/. Accordingly it is 
maintained that this world of experiences has no rea/ 
existence, but that it has only apparent or illusory existence. 

Now, every object of experience having only apparent 
or illusory existence must have as its substratum or ground 
some entity with real independent existence. Since the 
former is not really produced by nor really exists alongside 
with the latter, no real change or duality or relativity is 
created in the latter by the appearance of the former. In 
this way the changeless, differenceless, non-dual Absolute 
Reality is regarded as the substratum or Ground of this world 
of experience, which has only apparent or illusory existence 
and does not therefore affect the changeless differenceless 
non-duality of the Reality. But as this apparent or illusory 
world owes its existence or appearance to that Reality, and 
has in its nature nothing which comes from any other 
independent source, that Absolute Self-luminous Being 
must be conceived as its material as well as efficient Cause, 
though not in the sense in which a cause produces an effect 
of the same order of real existence with itself. Accordingly, 
the Absolute Reality is spoken of as the Illusory material 
and efficient cause of the universe. It is as such cause of 
the world and as apparently related to this world, that the 
Absolute Reality is conceived as God, The Godhood of the 
Absolute, being relative to this world, is as apparent as the 
world itself. Therefore when we think of the Absolute 
Reality as an omnipotent and omniscient Personality and 
tiie Creator, Preserver and Destroyer of the phenomenal 
of is not oontemplittad in 
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Its true essential character, but pely ,i|^ Jta 'ft*’ 

illusory charapter in relation to the illuspry wor^. , 

To account for the appearance of this illusory world oji 
the substratum of the Absolute Reality, the recognition of 
another Principle or Power is found necessary, which al^o 
cannot be regarded as really existent with the Substratufn, 
but which becomes the source, and in one sense the 
modifying material cause, of the illusion. This Principle is 
called Maya or Avidya or cosmic Ignorance. It is through 
the agency of this neither-real-nor-unreal inexplicable 
principle that the changeless differenceless Absolute or 
Brahman appears as a plurality of finite individual selves and 
diversities of finite objects related to them, and it is as the 
ground and sustainer of these selves and objects and as 
related to them that Brahman appears as God. 

These are the fundamental elements in the theory we 
are going to represent here with the principal arguments by 
which they are supported by its illustrious exponents. 

11 

The advocates of this theory recognise mainly six 
sources of valid knowledge, viz. Perception, Inference, 
Analogy, Implication, Non-perception (of a perceptible 
object), and Scripture. Of these. Analogy, Implication and 
Non-perception may be regarded as different forms of 
Inference, if the term Inference be taken in the wide 
sense, and they are all ultimately based upon Perception. 
Perception being necessarily related to particular objects or 
phenomena with which there may be sense-contact, all those 
forms of inferential knowledge must be confined within 
the bounds of those truths which are, somehow or othpr, 
positively or negatively, related to those data of perceptual 
knowledge. Hence the infinite and eternal, unrdated ^d 
4ibsolute, transcendental and necessary Truth ^annpt be 



object of any of these forms of knowledge. Though all finite- 
end temporal,' related and conditional, phenomenal and 
contingent truths, attainable through perception and 
inference, may presuppose such an infinite, eternal 
unrelated, absolute, transcendental and necessary Truth,- 
the precise nature of this Truth cannot be ascertained by 
any of these sources of knowledge. Consequently the only 
source of knowledge on which we have to rely for the 
attainment of the knowledge of this Truth is self-evident 
Scripture. As perception is the primary source of the 
knowledge of all sensuous phenomenal truths, so Scripture 
(Fcd5n/a) is the primary source of the knowledge of the 
supersensuous noumenal Truth. Just as the course of our 
normal life and the advancement of popular and scientific 
knowledge would be impossible without an implicit faith in 
the validity of perception and the laws of drawing inferences 
from the data supplied by it, so the attainment of the 
knowledge of the Absolute Truth and the ascent to the 
higher planes of spiritual life would be impossible without a 
similar implicit faith in the authority of Scripture and the 
rational laws of interpreting it. It is through faith that we 
accept the laws of thought and all self-evident truths. We 
can acquire knowledge of the phenomena of the empirical 
world and the forces and laws operating within it by means 
of perception and inference, but if we want to expand the 
scope of our knowledge beyond the limits of this phenomenal 
world, if we yearn for knowing the ground and cause of this 
world, the principle of the origination of this world and the 
ultimate ideal of our cognitive, emotional and active life, we 
must have recourse to Scripture. 

The scriptural texts are conceived, not as the products 
of human wisdom, thought and experience, but as the verbal 
or linguistic embodiments of truths connected with the 
nature of the Absolute Reality as well as with the nature of 
duties and virtues and the forms of self-discipline enjoined, 
upon men foremancipation from Ignorance and realisation of 
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■the differenceless, unity of that Reality. Thus Scripture is' 
regarded as originating from God, almost in the same sense 
as the world of finite spirits and objects is regarded as 
originating from Him. Scripture alone can give us first¬ 
hand knowledge of the ultimate character of the self, the 
world and God and reveal to us that they are in their true 
character non-different from the Absolute Reality, Brahman. 
By pursuing the course of self-discipline as enjoined by 
Scripture and meditating on the nature of the Reality as 
revealed by it, the individual self can realise the absolute 
unity of itself with the Reality, and in this state of self- 
xealisation the objective world vanishes as illusory. 

The human intelligence, with the help of its inherent 
logical categories, cannot independently acquire knowledge 
■of the Absolute Reality, and of the means of emancipation 
from the Ignorance which is the source of its individuality 
and finitude. But it can apply itself to the interpretation of 
the scriptural texts for the purpose of discovering their true 
significance and thereby forming an adequate conception of 
the Reality. Logical principles, being the necessary 
instruments of the human intelligence for the proper under¬ 
standing of truth, must be applied, not as independent 
means of finding out the Absolute Truth, but as means of 
rationally interpreting and systematising the scriptural texts 
removing the doubts and difficulties that may arise to the 
finite mind in connection with their meaning and validity, 
and establishing the exclusive adequacy of the Truth revealed 
therein for furnishing the true rational explanation of all the 
facts of experience. Herein lies the efficacy of logical 
speculation, so .far as the Absolute Reality is concerned. 

This is the view of the advocates of the theory under 
■discussion, with regard to the primary source of the 
knowledge of the Absolute Reality and the scope of logic in 
«stablishing the validity of this knowledge. We shall now 
proceed to represent the principal logical arguments by 
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^i6il t&fey sfifek to establish ratlontdly ifh'e ftrtrdfamentat? 
<g#fts8^ts of th^^ tltebry and attempt to plAce '#bat thbjr 
fig scUpfili'a! truths on a rational basis. Our 
rOpresehtatiOn ^ll be in the following order. First, we 
Ami i^ate tlie rational grounds for holding that pure 
Existence or Being is the absolutely real non-duai 
attbstratum of the world of experience. Secondly, we shall 
adduce arguments to demonstrate that one changeless 
donsciousness is the witness or illuminer of all changing 
mental states, processes and experiences. Thirdly, we shall 
establish the self-luminosity of this consciousness. Fourthly, 
we shall demonstrate the absolute non-duality of Conscious¬ 
ness by showing that there cannot be any duality or 
difference within itself, that there cannot exist more than 
one self-luminous consciousness and that Consciousness and 
Existence are absolutely identical. Fifthly, we shall show 
how the phenomena constituting the world are illusorily 
identified with this Existence-Consciousness. Sixthly, we 
shall logically analyse the nature of the principle of causation 
and then having established its illusory character 
demonstrate the necessity of recognising the inexplicable 
cosmic Ignorance to account for the illusory appearance of 
the diversified universe upon the changeless substratum of 
that non-dual self-luminous Existence-Consciousness. 
Seyenthly, it will be shown that it is by being illusorily 
conditioned by this Ignorance that the Existence-Conscious¬ 
ness appears as or is conceived as the self-conscious self- 
determining omnipotent and omniscient God and as the; 
material and efficient cause of the universe. 



CHAPT^ I 

Proof of Being or Existence as the non-daal 
snbstratam of the vorld. 

I It is a matter of universal experience that whatever 
object is perceived is perceived as existent. We perceive 
the pot as existent, the cloth as existent, fire as existent, 
water as existent etc. This is not only true of particular 
gross objects of sense-perception; it is also true of the 
general classes () of objects, of the subtle objects of 
mental experience, of the attributes and activities and 
modifications and relations of substances. All kinds of 
entities that are or can be known by means of perception or 
inference or implication or any other source of valid 
knowledge, must necessarily be conceived as existent. They 
convey to the knowing subject the universal notion of 
existence along with the ideas of their specific characteristics. 
We cannot know anything without at the same time knowing 
the existence of it. The knowing subject itself also must be 
existent in order to. know the objects. Even when we think 
of the negation of anything, the idea of negation itself 
involves the idea of existence. 

Thus, Existence is fpund to be the universal element 
involved in the conception of all subjects and objects of 
knowledge. All other characteristics are changing, all nances 
and terms are changing; ail the specific attributes and 
relaJlions and actions* thaf jpertain to tkb nature of thiniS<^ 
and make the things appear to be what thisy are, are subj^ft 
to limitations and changes* Tkoy arp present in s^mm 
objects and not in others, and even in the same object 
Afvnppf them aee tennd to be'Somptiesea present and aome- 
iinMHi sihAent. 'The c^iacta are found |o ibe 

ipwdnamd and tranefovaed tuad dostroyed. In all of ^heoi 
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Existence is experienced as the only universal element, 
admitting of no change or modification or limitation. Existence 
■cannot be limited in space, because space itself must be 
conceived as existent; limitation of Existence in space would 
imply the self-contradictory idea of the existence of non¬ 
existent space. Limitation of Existence in time also would 
involve a similar self-contradiction. As pure Existence can¬ 
not be conceived as possessed of any attributes or properties 
or any distinction ofessenceandthe non-essential, pertaining 
to its nature, it cannot be supposed to have any modification 
or change of its character. Since Existence cannot be 
conceived as non-existent, its production or destruction is 
inconceivable. A particular object with its specific properties 
may appear to be existent at a certain time and in a certain 
place and non-existent at other times and places and can 
therefore have production and destruction and limitation ; 
but this is not possible in the case of Existence itself. Since 
temporal and spatial characteristics and limitations cannot 
pertain to the nature of Existence, Existence cannot be 
conceived as consisting of or divisible into parts or differences 
within itself. Thus Existence must be conceived as the one 
and non-dual, partless and differenceless, infinite and 
eternal, attributeless and changeless Reality. If the changing 
particular features Cf objects are eliminated, if all specific 
names and forms, attributes and relations, activities and 
changes are eliminated, i.e. if all possible eliminable factors 
of the objects as well as the subjects of experience are 
eliminated, then one pure undifferentiated unindividuated 
unlimited formless changeless attributeless Existence or 
Being alone remains as the substratum of all the finite and 
transitory, particularised and differentiated objects con¬ 
stituting the world. This Existence or Being, therefore, 
must be recognised as the non-dual Absolute Reality.* 

* Having searohed for aaify in all'these diversities (1) 
HaiyftTika-V'aisedkas recogaise that. qaify, is dne to the aoivafsjsl 
■peiWiBg genus inherent in individuals and the highest. pervading 
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Here a controversy may arise. It may be objected th|at 
though Being or Existence is experienced as the most 
universal and inevitable element involved in the knowledge 
of all particular objects as well as all species of objects, 
and is the ultimate residual element remaining in the 
conception of every object after the elimination of all 
particularisations and all possible eliminable factors, this can 
not be accepted as an adequate ground for asserting that 

genus is Existence ( ). The existence of an entity^ say the 

pot, is due to its relation of Inherence with the genus of universal 
existence (unmodified and different from effects ). (2) The Buddhists 

found unity as illusory. The Existence is the intrinsic characteristic 
of an entity. According to this view, Existence is momentary and 
ao capable of being interpreted in terms of efficiency ( )• 

The Buddhists do not recognise the reality of a real independent 
•eternal Universal as the Naiyayika-Vaisesikas do, nor do they regard 
the individual as consisting of a two-fold aspect viz. the generic and 
the specific ( ) as the Sabkhya-Patanjalas and some other 

philosophers do. The Sahkhya-Patanjalas and many Vaisnava and 
Saiva sects accept that one non-dual Existence embraces diversities 
and manifests itself as various. All existent effects are but the modi¬ 
fications of one universal self-existent entity ( Prakrti in SaDkhya- 
Patanjala views and God in those Vaisnava and Saiva views). 
According to the Jains, Being is not the same in all things ^ nor is it 
of a persistent and unalterable nature ; Being, they say, is subject to 
production, continuation and destruction ( ). This 

theory they call the theory of the ^ Indefiniteness of Being ^ 
( ). (4) The protagonists of the view under discussion 

( the Non-dualistic School of Vedanta ) assert that the existence of an 
entity is nothing but the appearance in it of the substratum 
Existence which is one, permanent, without beginning, change, or 
end. Thus of the following four possible alternatives viz, the uni¬ 
versal and particulars are different entities, particulars are the only 
entity and the universal a cipher, the universal and particulars are 
two adpects of one and the same thing, or finally the universal is thd< 
only reality and particulars are tnerely illusory entitles, the fourth 
is recognised by thq Nba-duaiisitio School of VedSnta^ that isy it isi 

behclud^d that there is one and . only thiu^r oi the nature of intere/ 

Existence ( non-dual) and differences are illusory. 

t 



pare Being is tlie Absakte indnpQodent Reality and the: 
Mib substratum of all phenomenal realities. As Being or 
Ekistenoe is nowhere experienced apart from relation to thn 
eoncrete partidular objects of external or internal experience, 
Jt is only by the process of abstraction that we can think of 
Existence separately, and to conceive it as an independent 
substance would be to regard an abstract feature of things 
as a thing by itself. Consistently with the general experience, 
the nature of Existence may be conceived in various other 
ways. It may be regarded as the most universal attribute of 
all realities of experience, or as the summum genus or the 
most universal genus of all objects and species of objects or 
as a kind of relation pertaining to all kinds of realities. If 
no one of these alternatives be acceptable, then only it 
9 an be regarded as the underlying substratum of these 
phenomenal realities. 

Now, the advocates of this theory point out at great 
length the logical difficulties involved in all these alternative 
conceptions of the nature of Existence and establish their 
own conception as the most rational one. (See our 
in Hindi). It is pointed out that Existence cannot logically 
be regarded as an attribute. Whether an attribute be 
Msential or accidental, it must itself be existent and must 
be related to an existent substance; a non-existent attribute 
cannot be related to a non-existent substance. If existence 
be regarded as an attribute, it must be either existent or 
non-existent. In the former case, this attribute ‘existence’ 
must have another attribute, viz. existence, and so on ai 
infinitum. Thus it would lead to an absurdity. In the latter 
Pfise, there is the absurdity of a non-okistept existence being: 
velated to a substance. Further, since the aUribute‘(wristenee' 
ift net identiiml with the substance, mthm this atbdbute 
iMisbenee’ must benelatadtoia nkOB^eodstent «»butanoe» or 
I he si fc ot anee wist^bi uoDfewed as 'beis^ a aeahtywithAae 
having existence. Sethahow altmmativ^ are hscenoeisaUa 
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slbiiiM'. Therefot^ Bidstdftoe can ia ttd 3«ipr bic 
conceivtd as aia attribute. 

It is also shown' that Existence cannot be logioalljr 
regarded as a genus. The existeiu;e of a genus is involved 
in the existence of the individuals. We may rise up to the 
conception of higher and higher, or more and more universal, 
genus, pervading a larger and larger number of individuals;^ 
but even the highest and most universal genus must be 
existent in order to pervade the individuals falling under it. 
If Existence itself be conceived as the genus, then this 
Existence also must be regarded as existent in order to 
serve the purpose of the genus. Should that existence of 
existence be again regarded as the genus of this existence 
and should we thus go on making suppositions ad injinitum? 
This is of course absurd. Further, the conception of 
Existence is involved in exactly the same manner in the 
conception of the individuals and the classes, the species 
aind the genera, the substances and the attributes, the 
actions and the relations. This could not have been the 
case, if Existence had been merely the most universal 
genus underlying the substances. 

Thirdly, it cannot be seriously contended that 
Existence is a kind of relation. Relation always implies 
at least two related terms, each of which must be existent,. 
an|d the relation between which also must be existent. If 
existence were a kind of relation, then apart from this 
relation the so-called substances, attributes, etc. would be 
non-^stent and there could be no such relation among 
tfaexti and they oonld not come into ^stence at all. It 
ttiay however be said that the production of a substance 
or attiibute ot jtotion odosists in its coming into rdation 
wMt iButenca, Bat in that caw ekistenoe itself caandt 
beMgardad {tast'SebnioK; imt it Itas to be conceived as- 
MMilNMili^ -tin-doflMi wart of sdatioh to vriuoh the intlatenoe 
dUfedBe^ohjaiils c uniUlB. This moans that emythihg owes- 
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its existence to its relation tb Ezistenccf. It cannot be said, 
that the existence of a thing consists in its relation to space 
and time or to senses and the mind or to any other entity, 
because such relation presupposes the existence of the 
thing as well as of the space, time, senses, mind etc. to 
which it becomes related. 

Thus it is found that Existence can neither be regarded 
as the universal attribute of realities nor as the universal 
|[enus of all particular realities, nor as a relation among 
realities. The only possible alternative is that Existence 
must be regarded as the Reality itself. It is evident that 
it cannot be thought of as one among a plurality of realities, 
because all the realities of actual and possible experience 
involve Existence and they are real only so far as they 
participate in the nature of Existence. Hence Existence 
must be conceived as the sole Reality-the one absolute 
unconditional Reality. It cannot be distinguished from 
anything, because whatever we may attempt to distinguish 
it from must either be conceived as existent or be denied as 
nothing. Therefore there cannot be anything either within 
or without Existence, from which Existence can distinguish 
itself. In it there can be no real distinction between ‘is’ 
and ‘what is’, between ‘is’ and ‘is not’, between ‘subject’ 
and ‘predicate’, between ‘substance’ and ‘attribute’, between 
■‘particular’ and ‘general’, between ‘within’ and ‘without’. It 
must be conceived as the absolutely difFerenceless non-dual 
Reality. 

If this be the true nature of Existence, without 
reference to which no object of direct or indirect knowledge- 
no phenomenal reality—no substance or attribute or action 
or relation—can be conceived, then how should we describe’ 
the nature of these phenomenal realities which constitute 
the world 7 They must of course be conceived as* 
ctktr than Existence. AU things must^-ill their ultiiahte' 
essential nature, be regarded as Existence itself ; but the 
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differences which are experienced among them consist only 
iti their particular names and forms. Thus all objects 
of this universe must be conceived to be Existence 
Itself appearing as' conditioned and particularised and 
differentiated by various names and forms. Accordingly, 
the pot is Existence itself appearing as a distinct entity 
only due to the form of ‘ potness ’ and the name of ‘pot’ 
attributed to it. In the same way, all actors and actions 
are Existence, all knowers and knowables and knowledges 
are Existence, you are Existence, I am Existence. We all 
differ from one another only in the diversities of names and 
forms. 

These names and forms can not of course be real in 
the sense in which Existence itself is real. They are always 
changing ; they appear at one time and place and disappear 
at another time and place. They have evidently no 
independent existence,—no existence except in relation to 
Existence itself. They do not even really pertain to the 
nature of Existence. If they had any real relation with 
Existence, each of them would be eternally present, and 
there would be no birth and death, no production and 
destruction, no modification and transformation. But as 
these particular names and forms, which constitute the 
particularities of the objects of the universe, are always 
appearing and disappearing, becomes sometimes existent 
and sometimes non-existent, they cannot be regarded as 
having any real relation with Existence. Moreover, the 
relation between Existence and these names and forms 
cannot be logically defined in any such way as to indicate 
their reality and the reality of the relation. Hence the 
necessary conclusion must be that all these names and 
forms, which particularise the objects and constitute the 
universe and thereby manifest Existence under various 
conditions and limitations and relativities, are only illusory 
appearances of Existence, and that Existence is the sole 



14 


7eAl 8Qbstratiu» of all tli^se Tbua UiP 

differences atppng all objeets of the wprW are iUpwiry; 
they are in reality one; there is no rooqi for any real 
difiference anywhere; this means that the world of 
diversities does not really exist. The differenceless nop- 
dual Existence is thus proved to be the sole Absolute 
Reality. 


The Theory of Being. 

Let us consider whether Being or Existence is (1) the 
actual nature of the particular existent things ( 

or (2) an attribute (vir4) inherent in all existent 
things, or (3) an all-pervading modifying Substance which 
transforms itself into all kinds of existent things, or (4) finally 
the one non-dual Substratum ( arfSrgR), illusorily manifesting 
itself into all forms of apparently existent things. 

1. Existence cannot be regarded as constituting the actual 
nature of the particular existent things; because in that case, the 
actual natures of different things being different, the existences 
of different things would have to be conceived as different from 
one another. If the existences of particular existent things be 
conceived as different, then the universal (knowledge 
(knowledge of the pervasiveness) of existence,—i.e. the conception 
that the same existence pervades all existent things, involved in 
such knowledge as ‘this thing is existent’, ‘that thing is existent’, 
and so on,—cannot be explained. Existence has got no 
differentiating attribute (such as difference of measure in the 
case of a lamp), and the said knowledge cannot be said to be con¬ 
tentless ; hence existence should be recognised as all-pervading. 
Further, if existence were the very nature of any finite entity, 
then, since a thing cannot change its essentially identical nature, 
It would be impossible for any particular thing to be deprived 
of its existence. This would accordingly mean that the 
particular things cannot possibly have any production and 
destruction. But this is contradicted by our experience. If a 
thing were always existent, it would have been experienced avrai 
•befoce its production and al^r its dertnutiott. 
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2. Sbme obserye that Existence (Being) is an attribute ( 

«l things (and not the nature of things ), 

regard to the exact nature of this attribute there are different 
views; e. g. (a) Existence is an attribute opposed to non-existence 
( ); (b) It is an attribute of being the content of 

affirmative cognition ); (c) It is an attribute of 

being the content of valid cognition () or the 
capability of, valid cognition or its relation; (d) It is the 
attribute of efficiency ( ); (e) It is the attribute of 

being ( ); (f) It is the attribute of being present 

< ); (g) It is the attribute of universal generality 

< ). 

Let us examine these views, one by one:—(a) Existence 
cannot be defined as consisting in the absence of non-existenoa 
Since the conception of non-existence itself is dependent upon 
that of existence, how can existence be defined in terms of non* 
existence? It would involve the fallacy of Interdependence, 
the apprehension and determination of each being dependent 
on those of the other, (b) Existence cannot be defined as the 
attribute of being the object of affirmative cognition. In that 
case, there would be the inversion of invalid illusion and valid 
perception. That is, there would be the reality of rope-snake 
also, because even the rope-snake is a content of affirmative 
cognition; and its negation would be false, because it is not the 
object of affirmative cognition, but becomes the object 
of the negative cognition ‘ this is no snake.’ Moreover, 
there would be the existence of the sky-flower etc., because the 
cognitions, such as ‘the sky-flower is’, which are produced 
through words, are also affirmative in character. If it is objected 
that the knowledge of sky-flower etc., being produced through 
words are not direct affirmative cognitions, then those entities 
which are not directly perceived would become non-existent. 
Hence Existence cannot be regarded as the attribute of being 
the object of affirmative cognition, (o) Existence cannot be 
defined as the quality of being the object of valid cognition. In 
that case, before a thing becomes the object of valid cognition, 
it would have to be regarded as non-existent. Moreover, what 
is the meaning of ‘valid cognition’? . It would have to be 
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defined as the cognition of a thing as it really exists. Thus the 
conception of valid cognition itself involves the previous notion 
of existence. If now existence be defined in terms of valid 
Cognition, then there would be the interdependence of the idesis 
of valid cognition and existence. Further, the support: of the valid 
cognition as well as the valid cognition itself is and must be 
regarded as existent. If, now, the existence of a thing be defined 
as the quality of being the object of valid cognition, this valid 
cognition and its support, being existent, must be the object of 
another valid cognition, which again must for the same reason 
refer to another valid cognition and so on ad infinitum. In* 
this way there would be the fallacy of infinite regression. The 
difficulties are not avoided by defining existence as the quality 
of ( not being the actual object, but) being capable of standing as 
the object of valid knowledge. If to explain the capability of 
being the object of valid knowledge another capability has to be 
granted, then it would lead to infinite regression. If it is not 
granted, then the valid knowledge would be non-existent, and 
hence all objects would become non-existent. Also, existence 
would be beyond perception. Thereby, the alternative viz. 
‘existence is its relation’ is also refuted, (d) Efficiency cannot be 
accepted as constituting the character of existence, because even 
when there is non-apprehension of it, there is the cognition of 
existence. If efficiency be the characteristic of existence, then 
the false snake-biting etc., also will have to be counted as an 
existent thing, because it has efficiency. If efficiency of 
efficiency is admitted, then there will be infinite regression, and 
if not admitted, then all will be non-existent. Besides, as 
efficiency presupposes existence, it cannot itself be regarded as 
existence, (e) It cannot be said that existence is the attribute 
of “ Being”. To hold that such perceptions, as “this is existent’, 
and “that is existent,” have for their content the Being, it 
should be admitted that Being consists in remaining in some 
relation. If it will remain by being particularised by the 
relation of Inherence, then there should not be the experience of 
Being in eternal substances. Eternal substances do never 
and nowhere remain by the relation of Inherence^ 
So the Being cannot remain inherent in eternal 

substances. But they are also experienced as existent 
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Hence existence cannot be said to be the attribute of Being, 
If this Being is of the nature of remaining by being 
particularised by the relation of conjunction, then that 
“remaining” will not-be in quality etc. (?prTf^ ) because quality 
etc. do nowhere remain in conjunction. The substances ( ^ } 
alone can have conjunction, but quality, action etc. have no 
conjunction. Hence because the eternal substances have no 
“remaining’^ in Inherence (in other entities) and qualities etc, 
have no “remaining” in conjunction (in other entities ), there 
cannot be an all-pervasive existence. Nor can it be said that 
Being is common to all by being a temporal attribute ( 

). If Being be the “ remaining” by being particularised 
by the relation to time, then owing to the impossibility of the 
remaining of all produced things in one time, there will be the 
difference of time which determines that Being, so that Being 
also will be different. Hence, existence as a temporal attribute 
cannot explain its all-pervasive character. Nor can it be asserted 
that the cognitions, such as “this is existent” and “that ia 
existent” have for their object “remaining” in the all-absorbing 
time (), because there is naturally no perception which 
objectifies the all-absorbing time as severed from distinguishing 
properties like ‘now* ‘then’ and the like. Even it be admitted 
that there is the all-absorbing time in which existence remains, 
still the fact that existence remains in different durations like 
now and then. Being, differentiable by them, cannot be denied, 
because there are perceptions like “now exists” and “then 
exists’*. So the explanation of the cognition of pervading 
existence cannot be given by holding that it is the attribute of 
Being, (f) Existence cannot be said to be an attribute of 
being present (), because existence refers to the past 
and the future as well. 

(g) Existence cannot be proved to be the universal genus 
inherently related to individuals. It is a rule that the 
perception of a pervading entity necessarily implies the 
pervasive character of the attribute and the relation of the 
same entity, because both are contents of the perception. If the 
attribute of substratum be pervading, but the relation of the 
attribute and the substratum be non-pervading, then there 
3 
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ca^rmot be the perception of pervasion. Take for example, the 
perception of manhood ; here the genua manhood is pervasive, 
but in case its relation be non-pervading, then this perception 
oannot be a perception of pervasion; when we perceive 
manhood as belonging to this man present before us, the 
perception is not evidently pervasive, because though the 
relation of inherence of manhood is pervasive in character, still 
In the present case the temporal relation of manhood being 
limited in character, its perception is non-pervasive. This 
example further shows that the perception of one identical content 
becomes .different when modified by different relations : the 
perception of manhood as inherently related with all men is 
pervasive and the perception of the same manhood, as belonging 
to the present man, is limited in character and consequently 
must be treated as different. If, according to the difference in 
Individual cases of perceptions, in perceptions like ‘the book is 
existent* ‘the table is existent*, existence is taken to be different, 
then the attribute of existence becomes non-pervading. If this 
is tbe case, then there cannot be the perception of existence as 
a pervading entity. If this existence is regarded as of the 
nature of genus, then tbe attribute, namely the genus of 
Existence, will no doubt be pervading, but the relation of 
attribute and the substance will not be pervading. To be more 
plain, if we take into consideration such perceptions as ‘the 
$ub8tance is existent" ‘the quality is existent*, ‘action is existent*, 
we find the genus of existence existing in them as their attribute, 
being inherently related to them ; but if we consider the cases 
of perceptions like ‘the genus is existent’ inherence is existent’, 
we find that the genus of existence does not become attribute 
ijt genus and inherence by being inherently related to them, but 
becomes their attribute by being related to them by a common 
relation, namely the relation of having a common support 
(); so the relation of the attribute and its substratum 
in this case becomes non-pervading; therefore there oannot 
be the perception of existence as a pervading entity and 
OOtsequently existence cannot be predicated of all things of 
tiie world. 

^ Ititienidthat the genus Of existence is everywhere tlie 
of the knowledge of existence by direct or indinact 



relation. But the Qualified {) knowledge which 4 <rf the 
nature of perception takes place everywhere through direct 
relation with its content. If it could occur through even an 
indirect relation with. the content, then through conjunction 
etc. of the support of silv^ness with the stone, there would 
be the qualified perception of silverness in stones etc. But 
such a cognition never takes place. So through an indirect 
relation with its content, there cannot be a 
direct determinate knowledge of an entity. Besides, the 
universal knowledge of one uniform form should always be 
through one uniform relation; otherwise it cannot be of one 
uniform form, as is the case with the cognition of the obj^ct and 
the cognition of the said cognition. In other words, the 
distinction of perception is observed through the difference of 
relation, direct or indirect, with the content. What is valid 
knowledge is directly related to its support — the self, and what 
is called the object of valid knowledge is indirectly related to 
to the same, because the object of knowledge is related to the 
self not directly, but by becoming the content of knowledge 
whose support is the self. So there are two distinct knowledges 
with regard to them. Hence the self-same perception of 
existence cannot be possible in some cases through direct 
relation and in others through an indirect relation. 

Perception of one uniform nature cannot be interpreted 
differently in different cases, and uniform perceptions must 
refer to an identical content. If by relation of a dissimilar kind 
there be a perception of the same kind, then dissimilarity of 
relation will cease to exist, because the oneness or raanifoldness 
of the contents e. g. relation etc., should be determined through 
perception. In the present case, because the perception is of a 
uniform kind, its object namely relation will be one, that is, 
there will be no dissimilarity of relation. 

Thus, in order to explain the apprehension of existence as a 
pervading entity, another existence separate from genus has to 
be granted. 

The doctrine viz. Existence is the universal modifying 
substance is not sound. It is not experienced that existence haa 



got differentiating attributes. Besides, shell-silver and dream- 
visions which are illusory become experienced as existentr 
whereas modification implies the same essence of that which is 
modified and that into which it gets modified. It will be shown 
that Existence or Being is Consciousness which is constant and 
is the witness of modifications and as such beyond modification 
or alteration. Hence the conclusion which the Non-dualist 
School of Vedanta reaches is that the knowledge of the 
pervasiveness of existence viz., ‘this exists,* ‘that exists’ is not 
due to some finite object, nor is it due to some momentary 
attribute, nor is it due to some permanent attribute, ( genus of 
being ) altogether different from individuals, nor is it due to 
some modifying ultimate non-dual Substance from which the 
universe is both different and non-different, but it is due to the 
existence which is unmodified Substratum of the universe 
which cannot be said to be different or non-different or different + 
non-different from the Substratum. Existence alone appears in 
the forms of different objects, but these are not real forms 
actually assumed by Existence. 



CHAPTER II 


Proof of one changeless Consciousness as the 
witness of all mental states, processes 
and experiences. 

Now let us follow the advocates of this theory in 
proving that one non-dual changeless consciousness exists 
as the illuminer and witness of all mental modifications of 
all individuals and is the ground of all experience and 
knowledge.* 

^ Here let us state the different views about knowledge or 
consciousness. According to the Naiyayika-Vaisesikas knowledge 
becomes known by another knowledge and is not self-luminous. It is 
a function of the self in conjunction with mams. The Buddhists assert 
that knowledge is not non-self-luminous nor is it known by another, 
but it is self-luminous. Self-luminosity means that it is the object of 
itself; knowledge has no support, it is momentary and has beginning. 
The Prabhakara-Mimarnsakas are of opinion that knowledge is 
self-luminous, it is the illuminator of itself and others; it is supported 
in self and has production and the like. According to the Jainas 
knowledge is self-luminous but has no production and the like; it is 
with attribute, it has the attribute which falls in the category of the 
known (such as the attribute of Jiva^s ever going upwards etc.). 
According to Sailkhya-Patanjalas knowledge is a function of 
Intelligence which, though by itself non-self-luminous, is 

illumined by the self-luminous self or Purusu] this self has no known 
attribute, but it has individuality (there are many selves or 
consciousnesses). According to the non-duaHstic Vedantists knowledge 
consists in the modification of the non-self-luminous mind, which is 
illumined by the changeless attributeless self-luminous non-dual 
consciousness, which itself is not an object of knowledge. Self- 
luminosity does not mean that it is the object of itself, but means 
that it is itself luminosity; it does not become illuminated by itself or 
by others. The self-luminous consciousness is not momentary; it has 
no beginning; but it is beginningless and changeless. Consciousness 
is without support, bereft of production, void of attributes and is 
without partioularisation. It is manifested as witness-consciousnesa 
or the unmodified seer of all objects inner and outer. 
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(a) The states of waking, dream and sleep are the objects: 
of universal experience. The experience of these different 
states can be accounted for only by the admission that 
there is one consciousness pervading all these states. In 
the absence of one unchanging consciousness along with 
all these changing states, there could not have been any 
knowledge of the changes of those states. Without the 
unity of consciousness, in the presence of which the states 
appear and disappear and succeed each other, and by which 
they are illumined and united with each other, the 
appearances and disappearances of the states as belonging 
to the same entity could not be known at all. While the 
waking state exists, the states of dream and sleep are 
non-existent, and while either dream or sleep exists, the 
waking state is non-existent. Hence it is not possible for 
the waking state to experience and remember the state of 
dream and sleep. The states of the transition from waking 
to dream, from dream to sleep and from sleep to waking 
cannot also for the same reason be the matters of 
experience and remembrance to the waking mind.. 
Similarly, the dreaming or the sleeping state of the mind 
also cannot have the experience and remembrance of the 
other states. No state of mind can possibly experience the 
other states in which it is itself not existent. It may be said 
that these states being the modifications of the same mind 
axe experienced and remembered and compared with each 
other by the mind itself. But what does this mean ? When 
the mind is modified in one form or statej, the other forms or 
states into which it may be transformed at ottier times must 
be admitted to be absent and must therefore be beyond the 
scope of its experience and remembrance. If it be the nature 
of the mind to exist in one or another of these modified 
forms, then on account of the mutual exclusiveness of these 
forsao it cannot en>en be experienced that they bdong to or 
are the medifieations of the same mind. Heneo if the mind 
is to experience them as its own mo Jficatfctns, the mind’ 



must be regarded as capable of Misting as the one identicet 
on-looker and experlencer of these different forms or states, 
and therefore must be conceived as having a changeless 
transcendent existence unaffected and unmodified by these 
forms. That is to say, the mind must then be regarded 
as modified as well as unmodified, changing as well as 
changeless, existing in one or other of the states 
as well as existing above all these states. This 
is evidently self-contradictory. Thus the inevitable 
conclusion is that as the witness or the unmodified 
experiencer of all these mental modifications one changeless 
consciousness must be admitted. It has to be admitted that 
these different states, the presence and absence of the 
particular states and the nature of the difference between 
them, are experienced and known by a consciousness, which 
does not undergo any change along with those changes of 
states, which does not sleep in the sleeping state nor does 
awake with the waking state, but which is equally present in 
the same character in all these states. This consciousness 
must therefore be distinguished from the mind which is 
modified into these different states and must be regarded as 
their unmodified witness. 

The absence of this witness cannot be proved. Because 
the existence of the three states of the mind and their 
negation are known as dependent on it, the non-existence 
of this knower cannot be known by the mind at any state 
and cannot be established by any means. It is obvious that 
its non-existence cannot be known by itself, because this 
knowledge would presuppose its presence. So, as the 
ground of the existence and negation of the three variable 
states of the mind, the unchanging witness-consciousness 
ought to be recognised. If all were variable, then variability 
itsdf would not bo determined. The very notion of change 
invohroi a reference to the <diangelos«. The knowledge of 
the cbtngBs imi^s tte existence of a changeless kndWhr, 
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This knower, however, cannot be an object of knowledge. 
Its presence is presupposed by all knowledge. It cannot 
be an object of consciousness, but it is consciousness itself. 
It shines by its own light and is self-established. All those 
states and their attributes which are objects of experience 
and knowledge must fall under the category of the 
unconscious, the seen; because they are not self*illumining, 
but are objects illumined by consciousness. The unconscious, 
the seen cannot be the attribute of the consciousness, the seer, 
because in that case both would lose their natures. That 
which is the seer of production and destruction cannot have 
production and destruction, because the knowledge of one s 
production etc. is not possible for oneself. If another seer 
is assumed and so on, then there will be infinite regression. 
So the seer of all states is other than the seen. Thus, as 
the limit () of all coming and going of states, the 
existence of one all-seer which is distinct from all objects 
of the world is proved. Owing to its being the illuminator 
of all states and owing to its being devoid of all coming 
and going it is called witness or the unconcerned 
consciousness. 

(b) Here we have to prove JTwitness-consciousness 
through the analysis of the knowledge of mental phenomena. 
In this connection we shall discuss four pointsnamely 

(1) that the fact of remembrance of past experiences 
demands the recognition of a witness-consciousness; 

(2) that the only logically tenable conception of the 
states and processes which we experience within ourselves 
is that they are the modifications of one mind-substance 
and are thus identical with the mind and that their 
experience as belonging to the same mind presupposes 
a changeless witness-consciousness; (3) that the knowledge 
of the mind and its modifications cannot be explained 
in any other way than by admitting one unchanging 
eelf-luminous entity illuminating those modifications and 
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•{4) that this changeless self-luminous entity, viz. witness- 
consciousness is indispensable for the knowledge of the 
production, the continuity of existence and the destruction 
of phenomena. 


Now let us take up these points in order :—(1) It 
cannot be denied that the thing which is now remembered 
must have been previously experienced. Previous experience 
must be taken as one of the necessary conditions of 
rememberance. If it were otherwise, then the thing which 
was not experienced would be remembered. Because there 
is agreement in presence as well as in absence, of memory 
with previous experience, we know that they are causally 
related. Now, it is also evident that the experience cannot 
be regarded either as the sole cause or as the direct cause of 
remembrance, because many objects of experience, being 
forgotten, are not remembered, and because when remem¬ 
brance occurs, it occurs after the actual experience is 
destroyed and sometimes even long after. The destruction of 
experience also cannot be its cause, because when destroyed, 
experience is absent, and the absence of all types being of a 
like nature, mere absence of anything cannot be the cause 
of any effect. If from the absence of experience 
remembrance could be produced, then anything and 
everything, not previously experienced, could be 
remembered, and the experience of anything would not have 
been the necessary pre-condition of its remembrance. 
Further, in that case the recollection of an apparently 
forgotten object through concentration of attention and the 
improvement of memory through practice would not be 
possible. If some phenomenon is proved to be the necessary 
pre-condition and originator of some other phenomenon, 
but is found to be non-existent at the moment immediately 
preceding the production of that effect, we have to recognise 
its presence in some subtle form. Accordingly, as 
remembrance is universally recognised as the effect of 

4 



previous experienee and as this experience Is not found to 
be actually present at the time of the production of 
remembrance, it is logically necessary to admit the 
existence of the experience in the subtle and unmanifested 
form, called impression ( ). It is a universal rule that 

the cause must exist immediately before the production of 
the effect; it may however exist either in a gross and 
perceptible form or in a subtle and imperceptible form. If 
this were not the case, then the cause-effect-relation would 
not be determined. Thus, remembrance is due to 
impression and impression is due to past experience. 

Now, if this is admitted, then it must also be 
admitted that the actual experience, the impression and 
the remembrance belong to the same support or are 
the modifications of the same mind. Otherwise the 
experience of one person might produce impression in 
the mind of another, and this might produce remembrance 
in a third person. But this does not occur. Hence 
they must be recognised as the modifications of the 
same mind. But these modified states of the mind are 
actually different from one another, and one cannot be 
the object of the knowledge of another.. They must 
therefore present themselves to the same consciousness, 
which remains unmodified and witnesses them as related 
to each other and as modifications of the same mind. 
So the explanation of remembrance demands the 
recognition of one changeless witness-consciousness of 
experience, impression and reproduction. 

(2) Here a question may arise as to what is the 
relation of the states and processes like those of 
experience, impression and remembrance with their 
support, the mind. Does the mind consist in the 
succession of these states and processes, or is it a substance 
with which these states and processes are associated as 
nttribotes, or are they actions performed by the miAd* 



swftetance without itself imdergoing any essential change^ 
or Js the mind a substance of such a nature as to be 
itself modified into these states and processes ? If tho 
flfrst alternative be accepted, then the mind should be 
merely a general name for the plurality of phenomena 
of a certain kind and there would be no such entity 
that could really be called mind. In that case how can 
we account for the essential connection among these 
phenomena? How can the experience of an object, its 
impression and its remembrance be essentially linked 
with one* another? How can the occurrence of one be 
dependent upon that of another ? They should be wholly 
unconnected phenomena, having no principle of unity 
underlying them, and the relation of invariable succession 
or concomitance experienced among them could not be 
accounted for. To account for such relation, the unity 
of their support must be acknowledged. This support 
is the mind-substance, which must be distinguished 
from the plurality of phenomena,—the diverse states and 
processes—that are experienced. 

But if these phenomena be regarded as the attributes 
or actions of the mind-substance, then also difficulties 
arise. Are the attributes or actions related to the 
substance without producing any change in its nature 
or is the nature of the substance itself changed 
through the appearance and disappearance of those 
phenomena ? If the substance remains wholly unchanged,. 
then it is difficult to understand how the attributes or 
actions be causally related to one another. Attributes 
or actions cannot have any independent existence and 
cannot by themselves produce any effect. It is a 
substance with attributes and actions that can 
produce cff^ts. Further, if the mental phenomena aro 
externally related to the mind-substance without in any 
way affbctfng its nature, then the mind itself must have an» 
aWribUtelett^ aetfeUlcss, changeless nature. It would 
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then be pure Existence. In that case all these mental 
phenomena would be merely ascribed to the mind and 
not pertain to its nature. But it would not then furnish 
any adequate explanation for the well-ordered appearance 
and disappearance of causally related attributes or actions. 
Moreover, no logical relation could then be determined 
between such a mind-substance and those attributes or 
actions. If, on the other hand, the nature of the mind is 
-changed along with the changes of those states and 
processes, then the mind as conditioned and particularised 
1)y one state must be different from that as conditioned 
and particularised by another, and for witnessing or 
experiencing them as belonging to the same mind, a 
consciousness remaining identical throughout these changes 
must be admitted. 

For the purpose of adequate explanation of the 
systematic appearance and disappearance of those 
-states and processes and the essential causal connection 
among them, the only alternative, therefore, is to 
hold that the mind is a substance modifying itself into 
those phenomena. If this is the nature of the mind, 
then the mind should always remain in one or another of 
the modified forms. It should be in the waking or dreaming 
or sleeping state, in the knowing or feeling or willing state, 
in the state of perception or impression or remembrance, and 
so on. The mind cannot be conceived as existing apart 
from any of such modified forms. When all gross and 
perceptible modified forms are absent, it must exist in a 
subtle modified form. There is transformation from the 
gross to the subtle state and from the subtle to the gross 
state. If this modification be accepted as the essential 
nature of the mind-substance, then these modified forms of 
the substance must be regarded as essentially identical with 
the substance itself. Thus the relation between the mind 
nnd its states and processes must be logically admitted to be, 
the relatipn of identity. Ths processes of perception, inference^ 
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remembrance, etc. are accordingly nothing but dififerent 
conditioned and particularised forms in which the mind 
exists and exhibits itself. This implies that there is identity 
of essence among all these mental modifications, and the 
deep-seated causal connection and the uniformity of 
succession and concomitance among them can be reasonably 
accounted for on the basis of this essential identity. 

But the essential identity of the mental modifications 
with the mind-substance does not preclude differences among 
them, because identity does not mean absolute non- 
difference. Absolute non-difference is obviously absurd 
in this case. The mental modifications are evidently 
different from one another. On account of these differences 
the problem of knowledge—that aspect of the problem which 
we are discussing here—remains unsolved. How can these 
different mental phenomena be known and recognised as 
the modifications of the same mind ? Since the modifications 
cannot know each other and since the mind is constantly 
changing from one modified form into another and 
always exists in one or another of the modified forms, 
the mind and its modifications alone cannot supply 
any answer to this question. For the solution of this 
problem it is necessary to admit the existence of one 
changeless self-luminous consciousness, which w itnesses all 
these modifications and their relations without being itself 
modified or affected in any way. We shall next take up 
this point for a little more detailed discussion. 

(3) Four alternatives may be suggested for eKplaining 
the knowledge of the mental modifications and their 
relations to one another and the mind :—(I) Either these 
mental modifications are self-luminous, (II) or they are 
cognised by each other, (III) or they are known 
by the mind-substance which is their support, (IV)^ 
or finally they are witnessed by some consciousness 
which is beyond these states and their support. (I) 





■Of these the fiist alteraative is not tenable. Xhcee 
modifications and the relations among them appear as 
contents of cognition; so they cannot he regarded as 
self-luminous. If these states were independently self- 
luminous, then no one of them could have been the object 
of the knowledge of another, and comparison of them would 
not have been possible. The apprehension of a relation 
among different factors requires the knowledge and the 
simultaneous conception of those factors by the same 
Tcnower. In the case of the independent self-luminosity of 
the mental modifications, there would be no such identical 
knower and no such knowledge and conception. Hence 
those mental states could not be compared with one another 
and consequently there would not be the apprehension of 
the relation among them. Thus their difference and 
manifoldness would remain unknown. As their characters 
are essentially relative, in the absence of the relations 
among them they themselves would remain unknown and 
unknowable. Therefore their self-luminosity is untenable. 
-(II) These states cannot become direct objects of knowledge 
to each other, because they are successive and do not meet 
together. Further, that which knows must be either self- 
luminous or illumined by some other entity. If each knowing 
state is self-luminous knower, then each being subject as 
well as object of knowledge, must be self-luminous as well as 
non-self-luminous, and this is absurd. If on the other hand, 
each becomes a knower by being illumined by another 
self-luminous knower, then all these apparently knowing 
states are really of the nature of objects of knowledge 
and presupposes one self-luminous consciousness, 
which is not the object of any knowledge. (Ill) The 
support ( mind ) which is identified with the states cannot 
perceive them, because with the production and destruction 
of every state it also gets transformed.. Because there is 
neither entitative nor spatial difference between the substance 
nnd its modified form, this farm cannot be fd>jectified bf 
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the substance. The supposition of the possibility of the 
mind being the knower of these successive states and 
relations would make the mind a transcendent self-luminoiw 
consciousness and not the modifying support of thCMe 
states, (IV ) Hence some consciousness which prevades all 
these but is at the same time without states, must be 
accepted. Otherwise we cannot explain remembrance, 
difference of these states and their production and 
destruction. Without one changeless permanent subject of 
our psychic activities we cannot have a stream of thought. 
Even a stream has its identity, and anything which we call 
a unity is something more than the sum of its parts, 

(4) In order to know production, abiding and 
destruction, there should be one and the only one immutable 
consciousness which is the witness of the moments of 
production, abiding and destruction. If for witnessing the 
witnessed things, there is transformation in the witness, 
then this transformation must either be simultaneous with 
witnessing or witnessing must come after transformation. 
If transformation and witnessing take place simultaneously, 
then it cannot be said that the witness requires 
transformation for witnessing. If transformation comes 
before witnessing, then its witnessing will be interposed at 
the moment of its transformation. Hence, it should be 
accepted that because the witness-consciousness is the 
illuminator of transformation, it is not subject to 
transformation. If there were no consciousness to witness 
time and temporal transformations—no witness which is void 
of all kinds of transformation and devoid of limitation of 
time ( as the presupposition of time and space ),—then the 
knowledge of time and transformation due to that would 
not be possible at all, 

(c) We shall now prove the necessity of witnesik 
consciousness by the analysis of stream-cognition 
The person who has continuous knowledge about some 
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object, say the pot, remembers after that cognition that so 
long he experienced only this thing and did not know any 
other. Thus, this remembrance consists in the remembrance 
of the ego relating to a continuous period of time, that of 
the process of stream-cognition and that of the ignorance of 
other objects. Now, if they had not been experienced at 
the time of the stream-cognition, then the above-mentioned 
remembrance would not have been possible, because 
remembrance must have for its object what was experienced. 
Without admitting the previous experience of the objects, 
their remembrance cannot be explained. Now, the question 
is, how can the experience of the ego, the continuity of the 
cognition of the same object, and the ignorance of other 
objects, at the time of the stream-cognition be accounted 
for ? Neither the mental modification nor its support—the 
mind—can account for it. The mind is at that period in a 
continuous state of modification into the cognition of the 
object, which is its sole content. This object-absorbed 
modified condition of the mind cannot at the same time 
make the ego and the ignorance its objects of experience. 
Not only that; the fact of the continuity of the cognition 
also does not become the object of its experience, because 
at every unit of time there is one mental modification, which 
cannot make another modification of another moment its 
object of experience. Thus the stream-cognition and its 
support and the ignorance of other objects are not the 
contents of the stream-cognition, the object with which the 
mind is occupied is alone the content of this cognition. But 
as all remembrance presupposes experience, so in order to- 
offer explanation for the aforesaid remembrance of the 
stream-cognition and its support—the ego, and the 
ignorance of other things, one persistent unmodified 
consciousness higher than the ego and not liable to be 
transformed with the mental modifications, but capable of 
witnessing all of them must be recognised. Because there 
is no discontinuity in the stream, there will be no productioa 
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of knowledge having for its object the ego or its modifications 
in the shape of knowledge. So as the witness of the ega 
and its modification, the eternal consciousness has to be 
acknowledged. The stream-cognition, because it is 
objectified by the self-luminous eternal consciousness, is 
remembered. 

Opponent (NaiySyika ):—There is nothing called self- 
luminous eternal Consciousness. Knowledge is not self- 
luminous, but it merely manifests objects and becomes 
illuminated by another knowledge distinct from it. The after- 
knowledge or post-perception (viz. I am possessed of the 
kno-wledge of a pot) is consequent upon the mere consciousness 
of the object ( viz. this is a pot). The said remembrance is due 
to the post-perception of the stream-cognition. Both perception 
() and post-perception () are supported in the 
self (unconscious); they are attributes of the ego and not 
beyond the ego. 

Answer:—Here it may be asked whether post-perception 
comes after respective cognitions or after the stream-cognition. 
The first is not possible. In that case it would disturb the 
uninterrupted cognition of the object e. g. the pot. In other 
words, if the perception of the perception intervene in the way, 
then due to the occurrence of perception of a dissimilar kind 
in the middle, the continuous perception of the object would 
not take place. The result would be the breach of continuity 
of the ego and the break of the stream itself. This assumption 
would further contradict our direct cognition of continuity and 
would not at all explain the memory of it. If it be objected 
that that cognition ( post-perception) is not of a dissimilar 
kind because it has for its abject the pot; to this we reply as 
follows .-—when the person has got the desire to know the pot, 
and the accessories of external knowledge, namely contact with 
sense-organs etc., are there, the above cognition of the perception 
is not possible in the middle of the stream-cognition. Owing 
to the strong desire for knowledge of the pot, its knowledge 
must continue. If even in the middle of the stream-cognition, 
there is a cognition of cognition, then that must evidently be due 
5 
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of tiaat favour the cognUiou of 

oag^ition, laxid if ithu is the ease, then there would not be at 
that time any knowledge tixat refers to the ecfcernal dbject 
Moreover, if the perception of the pot is cognised on the way, 
then there should not be the remembrance, such as “I did not 
know anything else except the pot,^ because the knowledge of 
the pot which is different from the pot was cognised at that 
time. The aforesaid second alternative is not also sound. The 
cognitions beginning from the first which are destroyed cannot 
be cognised after the stream-cognition. Thus, it is found that 
at the time of the destruction of the stream-cognition, there is 
no direct experience of the ego, of the stream-cognition and of 
the ignorance of entities other than the object continuously 
perceived ; and It has been shown that these cannot be directly 
perceived at the time of the stream-cognition ; so in no way the 
direct experience of these three through mind or ego can take 
place. Hence the attempt to explain the said remembrance 
either through the perception of the stream-cognition in the 
middle or through the perception of the stream-cognition after 
its cessation proves a failure. Therefore the witness of the 
nature of eternal perception which explains (of) the 
fftream-cognition as a whole < that is, from its beginning to its 
end and not by parts ) must be recognised. 

The view ( Bhatta-view) which accepts that knawledge is 
inferential ( inferred through knownnese produced in the object) 
cannot also explain the said remembrance, because the 
establishment of an inference is based on the knowledge of the 
existence of the middle term ( ^ ) m the minor term ( ) and 

that of the co-existence of the middle term with the major 
term (). So the cognition of the stream-cognition will be, 
according to this view, due to various cognitions intervening 

in the middle of the stream and this would mean a denial of 
the etream itself. 

So for the explanation of the said remembrance, the self** 
luminous consciousness beyond the ego is to be accepted, 

C^onent (Naiyayika)—The stream-cognition can otb^ 

ho ssfplAimd. Wlbmi ibb maaiber st ibo 
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^cognition is koowa tbyougb mind, iiw <5@gnjtwflip 

are experienced through the contaot of generality (wiRl^sswr 
)--the contaot of fcnowingnese (through contact Qi 
generality, all members sharing the generality can be diraetlijr 
perceived). 

Answer ;*^The cognition of the stream-^cognition cannot 
be a case of perception through the contact of 
generality. The contact of generality can take place, 
if an object which is the support of generality is present before 
the sense; if there be no jar present before us, the perception of 
all jars of the universe through the contact of jarness, cannot 
occur. But it is a matter of everyday experience that in the 
case of the stream-cognition, even after the lapse of an hour^ 
when all the members of the stream are decidedly destroyed, 
when no member of the stream exists, we happen to remember 
that we perceived an object continuously for a period of time, 
and it is futile to conceive of its knowledge gained through the 
contaot of generality. Further, even if it is granted that there 
can in this case be such a contact, still it would only give us 
the cognition of the various members of the stream and not 
that of their occurring at distinct moments of time. In other 
words, all members of the stream would be experienced as 
sharing the generality called knowingness and not as 
successive and continuous. Moreover, at the time of cognition 
of the last member of the stream, the previous members do not 
exist; so their apperception () cannot take place, 
because the apperception of what is not presented is not proper. 

Opponent (Praibhakara):—Without accepting the witness^ 
consciousness, we can explain the said remembrance in another 
way. The stream^cognition is self-luminous. As the support 
of the stream-knowledge, the ego is manifested. The knowledge 
which is inherent in the ego is the illuminator of the knower, 
the known and knowledge. Hence, through the consequent 
impression which objectifies the ego and the stream-cognition, 
the said remembrance is made possible. 

Answer .----This view, because of its not recognising the 
witness-consciousness cannot explain the jremembwnne 
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ignorance about other objects such as “ I did not know any 
other thirig but the one continuously perceived.” You cannot^ 
consistently with your position, admit that the ignorance of 
other objects i. e. unknown objects, is illuminated by the self- 
luminous knowledge. If such is the case, then known objects 
must be' known to some other knower, that is the witness- 
consciousness. This would mean virtually the negation of your 
position and the acceptance of our view. 

Moreover, the cognitions inherent in the ego are produced 
and produced knowledge is manifested as an object; but 
objectification of an entity by itself is not possible. Hence the 
produced knowledge is not self-luminous. The ego and 
knowledge inherent in the ego cannot have for their illumination 
another ego and knowledge respectively and also they cannot 
themselves know themselves. So for the explanation of their 
illumination, one independent, eternal, self-luminous witness- 
consciousness should be accepted. 

Thus if there is no eternal self-luminous witness- 
consciousness, then the remembrance of stream-cognition 
would have been impossible. Though the consciousness is 
eternal and so without destruction, still owing to the destruction 
of the various members of the stream-cognition which are its 
contents, there can arise impressions which are the cause of 
memory. 

(d) The advocates of the theory offer another kind of 
proof of the witness-consciousness. It is a well-known fact 
that certain forms of activities and certain kinds of 
phenomena become the causes of pleasure to those who 
experience them. Take the case of dancing. A person 
knows that dancing becomes a cause of joy. Knowing this, 
the person proceeds to dance with the desire of deriving 
pleasure from it. This cause-effect-relation that obtaina 
between the agreeable action and the feeling of pleasure can 
hardly be explained but by the recognition of a witness- 
consciousness over and above the ego. This is ascertained by 
the following considerations. 
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The determination of the cause-effect-relation between 
two entities implies a knowledge of the effect invariably 
following from the cause. But in the case under consideration 
this knowledge of the invariable sequence between the 
experience of a phenomenon like dancing and the 
experience of pleasure cannot be explained as the knowledge 
of the modifying mind or ego. The pleasurable feeling is 
solely due to and immediately follows from the experience of 
the phenomenon as agreeable ) and does not require 

any other auxiliary condition for its production. 
Consequently, no other experience should intervene 
between the experience of the agreeable phenomenon and the 
agreeable feeling. So after the occurrence of the experience 
of phenomenon and before the occurrence of the experience 
of pleasure, there is no intervening state of the mind or 
mental modification, in which the mind can objectify and 
know the immediately preceding experience of the 
phenomenon; because as soon as the mind’s modification in 
the form of this experience ceases, its modification in the 
form of the experience of pleasure arises, and when the 
experience of pleasure occurs, pleasure alone should be 
known. Moreover, as it is a rule that joy, whenever it 
occurs, must be known, the knowledge of joy would arise 
only as a result of the destruction of the knowledge of the 
agreeable phenomenon, and consequently the sequence of 
the experience of the pleasure and the experience of the 
agreeable phenomenon (which is past) cannot be known by 
the ego. The determination of the cause-effect-relation 
between the experience of the agreeable phenomenon and 
the experience of pleasure must be admitted to be dependent 
upon the knawledge of both of them at the same time and 
their invariable concomitance in presence and absence, or 
at least in presence. But as it is not possible for the 
modifying ego to know (as has been shown) both these 
experiences and their invariable sequence, it would be 
impossible for us to establish this cause-effect-relation, if the 



ttMlid of ego were the only instrument of 
liliowledge end there had been no knower above it. It 
agso to be noted that in most cases of the type mentioned 
there afppears to be an unbroken continuous series of 
ei^periences of the agreeable phenomena almost 
simultaneously accompanied by a corresponding continuous 
series of experiences of pleasure. The two series of 
experiences appear to run parallel to each other. What 
really happens is that the mind is too rapidly modified from 
moment to moment, and each moment of the cognitive 
modification is immediately followed by the moment of the 
emotional modification. On account of the incessant 
modification, the two series seem to run concurrently. But 
in such cases no particular modification can be supposed to 
be the knower of another modification or of itself. Hence 
the ego which is being constantly modified, cannot establish 
the causal relation. But though it is impossible for the ego 
to know by itself the cause-efFect-relation the knowledge of 
the cause-effect-relation is undeniable. Hence to explain 
this knowledge the unmodifiable witness-consciousness over 
and above the ego must be recognised as the ultimate 
selMuminous knower. 

Opponent:—The knowledge of causal relation in such cases 
can otherwise be explained. After the experience of joy, there 
occurs a cognition which has for its content both the experience 
of dancing and the experience of joy, and the relation of 
Invariable sequence of the latter with the former is thereby 
known by the ego. The recognition of the witness-consciousness 
kr thus groundless. 

Answer r-^This cannot be. Only the present entity becomes 
the object of direct perception. If what is not present i» 
admitted to be the object of direct perception, then there cannot 
be the determination of the real nature of an object through 
perception and consequently it will be impossible to utilise 
without doubt the cognised! object in activities of life. But 
is utilisation of a perceived object for dally use without 



Bxsf watering of mliid. Tbmfore, em at the fthne of tbe 8£<ir€said 
knotrledg^, tbe daooing^ Ib no« present, bo ft canzvot be ^ 
object of direct perception. Moreover, there fa the rule tiiat 
whenever one cognition has for its content two independent 
entltlee t^y mtist be cognized as co^resent. 

So even if the joy and the agreeable object become the contCBt 
of one knowledge, still they would be known as co-preseni 
entities and oonse^ently one cannot be known as following the 
other; therefore the cause-efifect-relation existing between them 
cannot be known. The cause and the effect cannot be co- 
present, the latter must succeed the former. They, no doubt, 
become the contents of the same knowledge, when the causal 
relation between them is known; but the cognition of the 
relative priority of the former to the latter is involved in this 
knowledge. But this knowledge of the priority of one to the 
other is not possible, unless the two are cognised separately by 
the same knower, which afterwards brings together in idea 
these two cognitions in their proper relation of sequence. In 
the absence of such previous experiences of them in succession, 
the pleasure and the pleasurable object, if they become contents 
of the same knowledge, would be merely co-present entities like 
the left and right horns of a bull, and the said cause-efifect- 
relation will not be established. 

Opponent:—Though we cannot directly perceive that the 
joy follows the presence of the agreeable object, still this 
sequence between the object and the joy can otherwise be 
determined. The remembrance of the agreeable object is there, 
and from this we can infer that there occurred the perception of 
this object. And ft can then be inferred that the experience of 
the agreeable is the cause of the experience of joy. 

Answer.—This fa not reasonable. By direct perception the 
antecedence of the experience of the agreeable object and tbe 
succession of the feeling of joy have not been known. Becewse 
there is no presence of the two in direct peroeptioia as 
antecedent and consequent, there cannot be the aaoertaimnout 
of tbe cause-effect-^relation between them. Such presence is 
always cognised by direct perception and not through inference 
its reason remembrance* 
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Opponent:—Joy has a cause because it is an effect. By 
this inference it will be proved that the contact of the agreeable 
is the cause of joy. 

Answer:—No. From this general rule it can be deduced 
that joy would have a cause, but no definite cause can be 
inferred. Consistently with this rule, it may, for example, be 
inferred that the conjunction of the self and the internal sense- 
organ is the cause of joy. In this way one may suggest various 
causes of joy and is not bound to support your theory that the 
experience of dancing in this case is the cause of joy. Moreover, 
the mere knowledge that joy has a cause cannot account for the 
activities people resort to (e. g. dancing) in order that they may 
experience joy. 

Opponent:—The following inference will prove that 
dancing is the cause of joy :—All special attributes of the self 
are due to non-eternal knowledge (as is the case with will). 
Joy is a special attribute of the self. Therefore joy is due to 
non-eternal knowledge. 

Answer:—In the first place, this inference simply begs the 
question, since without the recognition of the witness- 
consciousness, the experience of the production of the will from 
non-eternal knowledge cannot as well be explained. Thus, the 
example of production of the will just cited is a point which is 
yet to be proved and is not one to be utilised in silencing the 
opponent. Moreover, through this inference, even if joy be 
acknowledged as due to produced knowledge, it will never be 
established that the particular knowledge, namely knowledge of 
dancing alone, is the producer of joy. 

Opponent:—The cause-effect-relation between the experience 
of the agreeable and the experience of joy can well be explained 
through extraordinary contact namely contact of generality 
(). There is in joy the generality, namely 
joyness, and in knowledge of the agreeable there is the 
generality, namely knownness of the agreeable. Through 
supernatural contact (knownni^ss of the agreeable) all agreeable 
entities can be known, and similarly all joy will be known. 
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After the cognition of the agreeable and that of joy are over, all 
-agreeable entities and all joy can simultaneously be known and 
through that the agreeable is established as the cause of joy. 

Answer:—Though, through supernatural contact called 
generality, the knowledge of all agreeable entities and that of 
joy may occur, still through it the priority of the knowledge of 
the agreeable and the posteriority of the knowledge of joy 
cannot be known. Because the preceding of the knowledge of 
the agreeable and the following of the cognition of joy cannot 
be known through this contact and because this knowledge is 
necessary to understand the cause-effect-relation, so there will 
not be the understanding of the cause-effect-relation in question. 

To sum up :—an entity is known as the cause of another 
entity, if the former invariably precedes the latter and the 
latter invariably succeeds the former. Knowledge of causality 
implies the knowledge of such antecedence and sequence. Now 
if the dancing is to be known as the cause of the feeling of 
joy, then there must be some consciousness which is related to 
both the experience of the dancing and the experience of joy. 
This consciousness that relates to both these cognitions cannot 
be produced and changeable in nature, as has been shown above. 
Hence that knowledge can be explained only if the all- 
illumining presence of the eternal witness-consciousness is 
acknowledged. ( See our in Sanskrit ). 

{e) In order to prove the unity of this changeless 
consciousness, the advocates of this theory adduce arguments 
to show that this consciousness is not merely the witness of 
the states and processes we experience within ourselves,— 
of the phenomena relating to the ego or the mind — but it 
is also the illuminator of the outside or extramental objects of 
experience. Before contact with our sense-organs, the 
extramental objects remain unknown to us. Whenever an 
object, for example, a jar, is known, its known form cannot 
be separated from and conceived as unrelated to the 
knowledge, of which it is the object. But from this it cannot 
be inferred that the object has no existence outside the 
6 



tnfnd or flpwrt fttmi the mentd modification in whieh 
knowledge consists. If the object had no extramental 
existence, then there would be no difference between 
knowledge and fancy, no valid distinction between 
knowledge and error or illusion, no meaning in the 
experience that it was previously unknown and has been 
afterwards known, no validity of the recognition of the 
object (on the occasion of its second, third or fourth 
perception ) as having been perceived once or twice or thrice 
previously. The very fact of knowledge implies that its object 
exists in the unknown condition previously to knowledge 
and that the knowledge is produced through the contact of 
the object with the senses and through some mental 
modification. Thus we find that in relation to any particular 
mind, an object has the property of unknownness, which ia 
supplanted by the property of knownness, which is produced 
through the process of knowledge. Now, this property of 
unknownness cannot evidently be regarded as essentially 
related to the nature of the object, for in that case this 
property could not have been destroyed without the 
destruction of the object itself and the property of 
knownness could not have been produced in it. So- 
unknownness in the object must be regarded as a produced 
property and it must have a cause. The cause by which the 
unkownness is produced must be such an entity as is 
contradictory to knowledge, because it becomes driven out 
by knowledge. That entity may be positive or negative. 
But it is not sound to suppose that the unknownness is due 
to negation of knowledge. If it were so, it would never be 
known to us. But it is a fact that the unknownness of an 
object becomes somehow known to us. If this fact is not 
admitted, then the desire felt by the cogniser for the 
removal of the unknownness of an object and the activities 
conducive to the contact of the sense^rgan with the 
nnknown object made by the cogniser cannot be explatned.- 
Tl» knowledge of negntion requires the knowledge 
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(s^membrance > o< i€» ( wbat i# n^ted )• 

the present casethi^ knowledge is not pe^ible^ because 
the knowledge of kuawiedi^e eonfradicts the knowledge of 
iss negation* If there be no knowledge, then there is na 
(fuestion of the knowledge of the negation of knowledge. 
Hence it should be admitted that the unawareness 
(veiling) is due to some positive entity. This is 
Ignorance.* 

♦ Ignorance cannot be the prior nagatioa of knowledge in 
general, because the counterentity of such negation is always a 
particular content and not contents in general. Prior negation 
(in»T^rr^) l® the producer of its counter-entity and at the production 
of its counterentity it does not exist. If the perception do not 
know^^ has for its object the prior negation of all knowledge, then it 
will not be contemporaneous with knowledge of ignorance which is 
also a knowledge (so ignorance cannot be any other kind of general 
negation). Nor can ignorance be the prior negation of a particular 
knowledge. As prior negation has for its counterentity a thing that 
would come into being in future, so if ignorance be the prior negation 
of a particular knowledge, then it will be the negation of a particular 
experience that would take place in future, but we find that there are 
things which will never in future be known by a person, still the 
person has ignorance about these things and says that he does not 
know them. If ignorance be the prior negation of a particular 
knowledge, then it will not be capable of being directly perceived 
before the production of this particular knowledge or at the time of 
its production, or after its production ; in other words, there will be 
then no experience of ignorance. When this particular knowledge 
is not produced, the perception of it, the oounter-entity of the said 
prior negation, as particularised by this partieuJar cognition, is not 
there ; hence the experience of the prior negation of particular 
knowledge is not possible before its production. At the time of 
productiott of any knowledge the perception of the inior negation of 
that knowledge is not possible. The question of a prior negation 
beMg perceived after the production of its counterentity cannot arise, 
beeauee prior Uegaitkai k alWays destroyed with the produclion of its^ 
oo>uirterenlity^ negation of a partieuhir knowledge cannot 

be directly perceived, because the materials tO' know the future 
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Now, this positive ignorapce cannot be regarded as 
merely subjective; but it must be conceived as having 
objective reference. The unknownness is perceived as 
attributive to external objects, and knowledge of those 
objects consists in the destruction of that unknownness 
in them and the production of knownness in its 
place. It is the ignorance pertaining to and veiling the 
nature of the objects, that makes them unknown to the 
individuals. There is the experience of unawareness 
regarding outside things ; on hearing of a particular thing 
a person perceives that this is unknown to me " and after 
acquiring knowledge of the thing he perceives that I did 
not know this thing before.'" This positive objective 
character of the ignorance related to external objects is more 
clearly corroborated by our experience of illusory objects. 
In cases of illusory perception the real nature of the object 
present before the percepient subject is veiled and remains 

knowledge do not exist at the time of prior negation. Moreover, the 
knowledge (remembrance) of that which is negated is required fof 
the knowledge of negation. In the case the cognition of prior 
negation, the negated object must be remembered not with its general 
characteristics, but with its distinctive individual features. Hence 
there is contradiction. But if ignorance is accepted as a positive 
entity^ its perception in that case, not being dependent on the 
remembrance of the counterentity, will not imply this contradiction. 

The cognition H do not know^ cannot have for its object the 
negation called destruction of a particular knowledge. That 
particular knowledge which is not yet produced cannot be previously 
destroyed. If ignorance is the absolute negation of a particular 
knowledge, then ignorance and knowledge being counterentitiea 
cannot be co-existent, but the very fact of the knowledge of 
ignorance shows that ignorance and knowledge are co-existents (so it 
is not mutual negation). Moreover, there is the experience that through 
knowledge ignorance is destroyed; but as all kinds of negation of 
knowledge cannot be destroyed by knowledge, ignorance cannot bo 
the negation of knowledge. 
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unknown, and an illusory object with illusory properties is 
perceived in its place. The percepient subject cannot be 
regarded as creating or imagining the illusory object with its 
illusory properties by consciously veiling the true nature 
of the real object present, for in that case he 
would not suffer from the illusion. But the illusory 
object, perceived by him, must be regarded as a 
positive entity produced by a positive cause. This positive 
cause having veiled the real nature of the object produces 
the illusory object. This positive cause is such as to be 
capable of being destroyed by true knowledge, the appearance 
of which destroys that cause and its effect, the illusory 
object. This cause is therefore called Ignorance, the 
contradictory of knowledge. It cannot be defined either 
as a real entity or as an absolutely non-existent entity, for 
in the former case it could not have been destroyed by 
knowledge and in the latter case it could not have produced 
illusion. Hence this Ignorance is to be conceived as an 
inexplicable positive entity, and this is the cause of the 
property of unknownness of the unknown objects. As this 
inexplicable entity pertains to the nature of the objects 
unknown, it must be regarded as objective in character. 

Now, it is obvious that those extramental objects with 
the property of unknownness are not self-luminous; because 
in case of their self-luminosity they would not be objectified 
by knowledge, nor could their difference be known, nor 
could there be doubt about them. So they should be 
illumined by some other entity. That illuminator cannot 
be outer lights etc., because the latter belong to the same 
category. The unknownness in the objects and the 
ignorance which is its cause cannot be illumined by senses 
or the mind, because at the contact of the objects with the 
senses and the mind, knowledge is produced and the 
unknownness with its cause ignorance is destroyed. That 
in the presence of which it cannot exist should not be 
regarded as its sustainer and illuminer. If unknownness 



rand ignorance could be » source of vii)l4 

cognition, then after such kmowlec^ object would 
appear as unknown. In that case valid knowledge would 
be fruitless and meaningless, because it would 
neither be able to remove ignorance and unknowinness 
about things nor to produce knownness in them and 
. acquaintance with their real nature. 

It may be said that the ignorance with regard to 
external objects is not really perceived when it is present, 
but inferred after they are known. The knowledge of an object 
being produced, it is logically inferred that there must 
have been the absence of knowledge, i. e. ignorance, with 
regard to the object before the production of this knowledge. 
That this is not an accurate statement and a logical view 
of the matter must have been clear from the foregoing 
discussion. If this were the real position, then ignoran ce 
would mean mere prior negation of knowledge, and 
unknownness would not be a destructible objective 
property of the unknown things. In that case illusion also 
could not be explained. But as unknownness has been 
proved to be a positive objective property and ignorance a 
positive cause of this unknownness, the knowledge of them 
cannot be the product of the knowledge of the object, which 
destroys them. When the knowledge of the object occurs, 
it is known to have certain properties, including knownness. 
From this knowledge we cannot infer that it previously 
possessed some opposite property, such as unknownness, 
which is no more. Further, as this knowledge has never 
any direct experience of ignorance or unknownness, and as 
the invariable concomitance between prior unknownhess 
and posterior knowledge can never be observed, this prior 
unknownness can never be an object of inference. Not 
only that ; in the absence of the already present knowledge 
of ignorance and unknownness, it could not even be known 
that the knowledge of the object is produced. The 
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IcBpwledge of the production of knowledge presupposes 
the knowledge of ignorance and unknownness related to 
the object. Moreover, in many cases we make efforts to 
know the unknown objects,—we adjust our attention, 
exercise our powers of observation, move to and place 
ourselves in suitable position, take the help of necessary 
instruments, and so on and so forth, for the purpose of the 
destruction of ignorance and the acquisition of knowledge 
with regard to them. Such efforts would not be possible, 
if we had no experience of the unknownness of the objects 
previously to their becoming known to us and if the 
unknownness had been known by inference from our 
acquired knowledge of those objects. There cannot be 
any desire and effort and action to destroy what is not 
known to be present or to know what is not known to be 
unknown. Thus, it is proved that the consciousness of the 
unknownness and its source, viz. Ignorance, pervading the 
unknown objects, is not the product of, but is presupposed 
-by, the actual knowledge of the objects. 

Moreover, we find a causal relation between the 
previous unknownness of an object and the knowledge which 
is produced. In the absence of the unknownness in the 
object, its knowledge could not be produced, for in that 
case the knowledge would be non-produced, i. e. eternal. 
It cannot be said that first of all, the object is known through 
direct perception and afterwards there is the knowledge of 
this causality. The knowledge of this causality cannot be 
the result of direct perception ( jurm ). At the time of 
direct perception of the object, the property of unknownnesa 
in the object or the object as conditioned by that property 
of unknownness is no more; hence the knowledge that 
the unknownness of the object or the object as unknown is 
causally related to its first perception cannot take place 
ttuough the said perception. To obtain the knowledge of 
^ causality by means of inference it is necessary to observe 
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the concomitant persistence and non-persistence of the 
cause and the effect, such as the existence of the unknown 
pot is uniformly followed by the perception of the pot and 
its non-existence is uniformly followed by the absence of 
such perception. As according to the supposition made here, 
there is no knowledge with regard to the existence of the 
unknown object before its perception and at the time of the 
perception the unknown object is non-existent, no¬ 

concomitant persistence and non-persistence can be 
experienced between the unknownness of the object and its 
perception and therefore no causal connection can be 

ascertained between them. But the causal connection itself 
cannot be denied, because the very nature of the first 
perception of an object or the produced knowledge of an 
object, as distinguished from remembrance and eternal 
knowledge, implies that it must be preceded by the 
unknownness of the object, and in the absence of the 
previous unknownness such perception or knowledge cannot 
take place. Therefore it is necessary to admit some source 
of knowledge, by which the unknownness of the object can 
be known before the object is perceived and known,—a 
source which equally reveals the unknownness and the 
knownness>-the ignorance and the knowledge—of the 
object. 

Now, pursuing the mode of reasoning of this school of 
thought, we have found here that our knowledge of the 
external objects presupposes the property of unknownness 
in the objects, that this property of unknownness must be 
regarded as positive in character and pertaining to the 
nature of the object, that this property being destructible 
by knowledge must be conceived to be caused by a positive 
entity veiling the nature of the objects and having a character 
contrary to that of knowledge and that it is this positive 
entity which is called Ignorance. It has also been found 
that this Ignorance and its effect the property of 



iiBknownness of the objects are neither self-lumiiiioas nor 
perceptible to the senses nor inferable from the knowledge 
of the objects nor capable of being known through any 
kind of mental modifications. This has led to the conclusion 
that there must be some source of the knowledge of the 
Ignorance and the unknownness pertaining to the objects, 
other than the generally recognised means of our valid 
empirical knowledge. What can be the nature of this source ? 
All forms of knowledge due to mental modification and the 
Ignorance related to objects being mutually exclusive, the 
knowledge of the Ignorance must be due to a source which 
is unmodified and which has no contradictory relation with 
the Ignorance. Hence it must be admitted that it is the 
changeless self-luminous consciousness which witnesses 
the Ignorance and the unknownness pertaining to the 
objects. 

This changeless self-consciousness has previously been 
proved to be the witness of all mental modifications,—all 
the states and processes we experience within ourselves. 
It is the presence of this consciousness which makes possible 
our waking, dreaming and sleeping states, our knowledge 
and remembrance, our desires and actions and enjoyments. 
Now it is proved that it is the same changeless consciousness 
which witnesses and reveals the existence of the unknown 
objects and the ignorance which veils their existence and 
nature from the senses and the mind. Thus this changeless 
consciousness is proved to be the witness, illuminer 
and revealer of knowledge as well as ignorance, of the 
known as well as the unknown objects, of the inner as well 
as the outer entities. This being the case, there is no 
ground for holding that there are different consciousnesses 
for different individuals, for the knowledge of the 
individuality and the differences among individuals must 
itself be witnessed and revealed by one identical conscious¬ 
ness, and in the absence of this unity of consciousness 
7 



the different individuals could not possibly know each other 
and recognise themselves as individuals, and even if 
different individuals existed, each would be confined to his 
own experience and the world of his own knowledge and 
ignorance, and the world could not be regarded as having 
any objective existence. Thus it is one non-dual changeless 
self-luminous consciousness that must be conceived as the 
witness and revealer of the entire universe of mental and 
extramental relative realities. 



CHAPTER m. 

Proof of Self-laminosity of Consciousness 

Let us now have a little more detailed examination of 
fhe question of the self-luminosity of Consciousness, and 
the necessity of this self-luminous Consciousness for 
illumining knowledge.* 

^ Philosophers uniformly admit that an object is manifested or 
illuminated by knowledge, but there is a difference of opinion 
regarding the illumination of knowledge which illumines the object. 
According to Sailkhya and Vedanta, the knowledge which manifests 
an object does not take the help of any other entity for its own 
manifestation. This is known as the doctrine of tffd self-luminosity 
of knowledge ( ). According to the Naiyayikas a^ the 

Bhattas knowledge is not self-luminous, it merely manifeiii68;0D|eeS' 
and becomes illumined by another knowledge distinct from it. The 
subsequent knowledge that illumines the previous one is, according 
to the Naiyayikas, a perception of perception, and according to the 
Bhattas, is an inference based on the awareness (knownness) produced 
in the object, and there can be no perception of perception ( called 
3 T 5 o^f®r^nT^apperception.) Apperception means the knowledge which 
is produced after the previous cognition which it reveals. For 
example, after the knowledge of the book, I know that I know the 
book. The knowledge of the book is (previous cognition) and 

the knowledge of the knowledge of the book is (apperception 

of the previous knowledge). (The object with its knowledge, they say, 
is known through apperception.) According to the Bhattas, just 
after the knowledge gf an object, we can understand through direct 
perception that an attribute called awareness (^TTrTfTF) is produced in 
it. From this awareness we draw the inference that the knowledge 
about the object was produced in me, because it is a rule that 
wherever awareness is perceived as identified with the object, there 
the object has become a content of knowledge. Thus, the inference 
of knowledge about the object is based on the ground of awareness 
produced in it. The view upheld by the Naiyayikas 
and the Bhattas is opposed to the doctrine of self-luminosity of 
knowledge. 
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Here four alternatives may arise :—(1) It may be held 
that knowledge is possible without being illumined i. e. it 
may illumine its objects without itself being illumined ^ 

Whenever knowledge is produced in the self, then alone the self 
becomes manifestj and when knowledge is not produced, the self 
remains nnmanifest, and consequently at that time it exists in an 
unconscious state like such objects, as the book, the table etc. 
This is the view of the Naiyayikas and the Vaisesikas concerning 
the self. Thus the manifestation of self means the production 
of knowledge in the self. It is to be noted that the self 
even when known, does not become the object of knowledge, 
but because of the manifestation of knowledge in it, through its 
connection with the mind and the senses, appears as conscious^ 
The difference of the self from uncoDScious things consists in this 
that in the unconscious objects, knowledge is not produced at any 
time, but in the self knowledge is produced through its conjunction 
with the mind (the inner instrument of knowledge). 

PrEbhakaras also hold with the Naiyayikas, that the self is in 
itself an unconscious entity, and knowledge is produced in it through 
its conjunction with the mindj whenever there is the production 
of knowledge, there is manifestation of the object, and the self never 
becomes an object of knowledge, though due to the production of 
knowledge in it, it is illumined. The difference of the two views is 
this that according to the Naiyayikas, the self becomes illuminated 
through another knowledge called apperception, but the Prabhakaras 
do not admit the illumination of the self through apperception. The 
PrSbhakaras observe that knowledge by being produced in the self 
illuminates itself, its object and its own support—the self. If it is 
asserted, they observe, that knowledge and the self, the support of 
knowledge, are illumined through apperception, then there will be the 
fault of infinite regression; so to avoid this regression they hold that 
knowledge is self-luminous and that along with the manifestation of 
the obj^t, its knowledge and the self are manifested. The Yed^tist 
(the Non-dnaUstio School of Yedania) sees the fault of the 
superfluity of hypotheses (^r^) in this view too, inasmuch as it 
asserts that knowledge and the self, ltd alleged support, are two 
separate entities and to avoid this defect has recourse to the theory 
tkat knowledge or consciousness is identical with the self and is 
sell-lnininons. 



■(2) It may be supposed that knowledge illumines its objects 
by being itself the object of and illumined by another 
knowledge; (3 ) Thirdly, it may be maintained that 
knowledge is illumined by inference from illumination of 
objects, i. e. having known the objects first, we infer th^ 
we have knowledge-; (4) Fourthly, knowledge may be 
regarded as due to self-luminous consciousness. 

(1) Of these, the first alternative cannot be accepted. If 
knowledge were unillumined, then at the time of knowledge 
we would be conscious of objects alone without being 
conscious that ' we know the objects ’. But in our normal 
knowledge we become at the same time conscious of the 
object known, the subject knowing, and the relation between 
the two, viz. knowledge. If this were not the case, then the 
object once perceived by a person could not have been 
remembered by him as the content of his own knowledge or 
recognised by him on second perception as having been 
previously perceived by himself, and a man’s own knowledge 
might appear to be as good as another man’s knowledge. 
Further, it cannot be conceived how knowledge without 
itself being illumined can bestow light on the objects. It 
seems absurd to think that the objects are revealed by the 
light thrown upon them by knowledge, but knowledge itself 
is in darkness, having no light either of its own or received 
from another entity. 

(2) Secondly, it cannot be said that knowledge is 
illumined by being' the object of another knowledge. In 
that case the flow of knowledge would go on without end, 
because that other knowledge also being non-self-luminous 
must be illumined by being the object of another knowledge, 
and so on. Hence the fallacy of infinite regression would 
be unavoidable. The fallacy of infinite regression should 
be associated with other faults as well, namely (1) that the 
^antecedent cognition being destroyed as soon as the 
{Subsequent cognition occurs should be unable to account for 
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the illumination of the latter ( qinaifn ); (2) that each of the 
cognitions being non-luminous by itself and there being no- 
ultimate self-luminous entity, there should be no revelatioa 
of any of the cognitions and hence none of the cognitions^ 
should be able to account for the illumination 
of the object ( ) and (3) that all the cognitions of 

the series being unillumined, all of them together also should 
be inadequate to account for the illumination of the object 
(—the fault of accepting many knowledges of 
which we have no experience ). The net result would be 
that knowledge of objects should be impossible on the 
supposition that one knowledge has to depend upon another 
knowledge for its illumination. 

(3) Thirdly, knowledge cannot be illumined by 
inference. Inferential knowledge is dependent upon the 
direct knowledge of the invariable concomitance between 
the data and the object of inference. If there be no direct 
knowledge of the knowledge of objects in any case, and if 
there be nowhere any first-hand knowledge of the relation 
between the knowledge of objects and knowledge itself, 
this knowledge can never be the object of inference. 
Further, inferential knowledge also is a form of knowledge 
and it is meaningless to say that knowledge itself is not 
self-luminous, but that it is illumined by inferential 
knowledge. The only alternative that can have any plausible 
sense is that one knowledge is known by another knowledge, 
and the fallacies involved in it have been pointed out 
above. * 

* If knowledge is not self-luminous, that is, if that knowledge 
becomes an object of another knowledge, then the relation of 
knowledge to the knowledge of knowledge becomes inexplicable. The 
relation may be conceived either as conjunction or as inherence or as 
identity or as a subject-object-relation. There cannot be the relation 
of conjunction, because according to the opponent knowledge and 
knowledge of knowledge are both supported in the self and so they aro^ 



( 4 ) Therefore in the end, we have to accept that there 
is one self-luminous consciousness which is the knower or 
illuminer of knowledge. The recognition of a changeless 
eternal non-empirical self-luminous consciousness underlying 
the modifying mind or ego and the objects of its knowledge, 
desire and enjoyment can alone furnish adequate 

both its attributes, but there can be the relation of conjunction only 
between two substances. Though the relation of inherence between 
the self and its attributes is admitted, still such a relation between 
attributes inherent in the self is not admissible. One knowledge being 
different from another, there cannot be the relation of non-difference 
between the two knowledges. Besides, the opponent is wrong in 
maintaining that an entity can have the relation of non-difference 
with itself because a relation always implies some difference, real 
or apparent. 

The opponent cannot also say that there is the subject-object- 
relation between the cognition and the cognition of cognition, because 
the opponent, as will be shown presently, fails to explain the nature 
of this relation. This subject-object-relation must either be included 
in one of the seven categories of the opponent, or it must be an entity 
that does not come under any of these seven categories. [ According 
to this theory, the world-system can be interpreted in terms of two 
kinds of categories or classes of entities q^, namely positive and 
negative. Of these, the positive categories, which are altogether 
distinct from each other, are six in number, viz. substance ( ), 

attribute or quality (guf), action or movement (i%z?T), genus or 
universality or generality ( snfff oi ), inherence ( g'qqw ) and 
speciality or particularity or ultimate differentia ( ) Substance 

has qualities and movement, and is the immediate basis of phenomena]. 
Of these two alternatives, the latter cannot be upheld by the opponent, 
because that would be going against his own position and we show 
that he cannot consistently uphold the first alternative. This relation 
cannot be said to be a substance, because this relation subsists between 
two cognitions, which are attributes, but a substance never rests in 
attributes, whereas an attribute rests on a substance. Tkia subject- 
object-relation cannot be an attribute, because it subsists between 
two cognitions which are attributes, and an attribute is never 
supported in another attribute. This relation cannot be an action^ 



explanation for all these phenomenal Ignorance ^hich 
veils the nature of objects and knowledge which unveils 
are both illumined by this self-luminous consciousness, 
which is eternally present at their back and is their 
unmodified witness. The sense-contacts and the mental 
modifications, through which the non-egos or the 
extramental things are illumined and their existence and 
nature are revealed, are themselves illumined by the 
changeless self-luminous consciousness. It is for this reason 
that at the time of knowledge, the knowing ego, objects 

as in that case it will not be supported in an attribute, because an 
action is always supported in a substance and not in an attribute. 
The relation of knowledge and the knowledge of knowledge cannot 
be the genus called existence, because the genus ^existence^ being 
present in another knowledge which has no connection with this 
knowledge, that other knowledge will become the knowledge of 
this first knowledge and thus there will be the fault of unwarrantable 
stretch. The said relation cannot also be regarded as any other genus 
excepting the genus of existence ; because of its subsistence in 
attributes, it cannot evidently be the genus of substance or that of 
action ; and if it is the genus of attributes, the other attributes 
besides knowledge will, owing to their possession of the genus of 
attributes, become cognitions, and thus the fault of unwarrantable 
stretch is unavoidable. This relation is not the because the 

category of does not rest on attributes, but it rests on eternal 
substances. The said relation cannot be said to be inherenee. it 
will be proved later that there is no such thing as . inherence. The 
relation of knowledge and knowledge of knowledge cannot be 
negation 5 because mere negation is everywhere the same, 
£0 this alleged negation will rest in things which are 
not objects of the knowledge in question, that is to sJ^y, 
the knowledge which objectifies knowledge will also take 
others for its object. Bnt this is not experienced. It cannot also 
be asserted that the knowledge is known by another knowledge 
remaining unrelated to it, because then tihere will be unwarrantable 
stretch. Because the absence of relation is without diference, it 
be everywhere uoiform. Hence the fault. Thus it is proved that 
knowledge is not known by another knowledge. ^ 



1j:iibwn and the act of knowledge become the related 
‘Contents of the same knowledge. It is by being revealed 
by this consciousness that ignorance and unknownness 
relating to objects also can be known, and it is on this 
account that desire and effort for the removal of ignorance 
and acquisition of knowledge become possible. It is the 
changeless superempirical unity of this self-luminous 
witness-consciousness that reveals the empirical unity of the 
diverse modifications of the mind or the ego and the empirical 
unity among the amazing diversities of the universe and 
renders the relation between the mind and the objective 
world possible. This self-luminous consciousness is the 
ultimate subject, to which the empirical ego or mind, its 
modifications and their objects are alike objects. From 
the ultimate standpoint these latter are all unconscious, 
because they are non-self-luminous; and the self-luminous 
changeless subject alone is conscious. It is through the 
reflected light of this consciousness that the ego or the mind 
appears to be conscious, and the ego being thus brightened 
by the illumination of pure consciousness sheds its lustre 
upon the external objects and becomes conscious of them. 
Self-luminosity, which is involved in the very notion of 
consciousness, pertains and can possibly pertain only to the 
changeless superempirical witness. 

It remains unmodified in its self-shining nature even in 
the states of trance, swoon and dreamless sleep. 

Dreamless Sleep. 

When a person awakes from dreamless sleep, he has the 
remembrance, “ I had sound sleep ” “I did not know anything.” 
About this knowledge, no doubt can ever be entertained; and it 
cannot be said to be erroneous, because it is not contradicted 
erfterwards. It is not remembrance of any experience of the 
waking mind, because the said remembrance refers to an 
>m{>erienGe of the state of sleep. Because the remembrance has 
ior object apt experience of dreamlesa sleep and because this 
8 



experience is qualified by the condition of not knowing} 
anything whatsoever, it cannot be said that it is the recollection 
of what has been experienced in the state of dream. Dreaml ess 
sleep alone is the state of ignorance of all objects and 
not the* state of dream, because in dream things are 
experienced. This remembrance, therefore, proves that there is 
actual experience of ignorance at the state of sound sleep and 
that ignorance is a positive entity capable of being experienced 
and remembered. 

Opponent (Naiyayika)—It is not a case of remembrance at 
all, but an inference having for its object the negation of 
knowledge during the time of dreamless sleep. At the time of 
waking, when knowledge appears, it is inferred that in the state 
intervening between this state and previous waking state, there 
was no knowledge at all„ on the following grounds :— 

(1) Firstly, there is no remembrance of any internal or 
external phenomena that might be experienced during the time 
of sleep, and if there had been any experience, it would have 
been remembered as in the case of preceding states of waking 
and dream ; (2) secondly, at that time there was no material 
for experience, such as sense-contact and mental activity ; (3) 
thirdly, sound sleep is a particular state (distinct from the 
waking and dream ), in which there is temporary cessation of 
the connection between the self and the mind, the mind and the 
senses, and the senses and objects. 

Answer The above-mentioned three reasons are not tq 
the point. (1) The first argument is this: in the state of 
dreamless sleep, there was no knowledge, because we have a 
remembrance of the fact that at that time there was the self 
merely, and no remembrance of the fact at that time that there 
was the self as possessed of knowledge. If this resison is valid ^ 
then there should not be the remembrance of the self even : at 
the time of dreamless sleep, there is according to the opponent^ 
entire negation of knowledge, and so there cannot, at that time* 
even be the knowledge of the existence of the self, devoid of all 
cognitions, and consequently there cannot be aforesaid 
remembrance^ Moreover, the self, as conceived by the oppoUenti. 



59 


is by itself unconscious; hence it cannot have the experience of 
its own existence in dreamless sleep, therefore the self cannot be 
remembered at the time of waking and thus the above reason 
namely remembrance of the self merely is not proved. Before 
the aforesaid inference, it cannot be proved that dreamless sleep 
is negation of knowledge of all objects, so there cannot be the 
knowledge of the middle term namely non-remembrance of the 
self as possessed of cognition during dreamless sleep. In other 
words, because there is no knowledge of dreamless sleep before 
the knowledge of negation of entire knowledge, the aforesaid 
reason cannot be proved before the inference is actually made. 

(2) Now, about the second reason. Without knowing the 
negation of entire knowledge, the negation of materials of 
knowledge cannot be known, because through the negation of 
effect (knowledge), the negation of materials of knowledge has 
to be known. So it comes to this, that through the negation of 
knowledge, the negation of the materials of knowledge has to be 
known and through negation of materials of knowledge, the 
negation of knowledge has, the opponent observes, to be known. 
Hence there is the fallacy of interdependence. Owing to this 
fault, the knowledge of the middle term is impossible. 

(3) About the third:—If by particular state, you meam 
dreamless sleep, then the major (^*3?) and the middle (^ ) terms 
will be one because dreamless sleep is the negation of knowledge 
and the major term is also the negation of knowledge. But this 
cannot be, because if the middle term and the major term are 
identical, then the attempt to establish the major term through 
the middle term is meaningless. If by dreamless sleep, you 
mean a state separate from waking and dream states, then 
also it would not be correct. Because there is knowledge in 
dream and waking states, and because there is no knowledge in 
dreamless sleep, so we understand that dreamless sleep is^ 
separate from the dream and the waking states, but such 
understanding cannot take piace before the knowledge of 
the negation of knowledge. Without understanding of negation^ 
of entire knowledge, the separateness from waking and dream 
states cannot be known, hence the reason of the inference will 
remain unknown* and when a reason is unknown, there can b^ 
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fio inference, The third ground leads to no conclusion, becauw^ 
it Involves the fallacy of Interdependence. That there is 
cessation of connection between the self, the mind and the senses 
and the objects is certainly not directly experienced, but can be 
inferred from the absence of knowledge at that state. How then 
can the absence of knowledge at that state be inferred from this 
premise ? The argument should rather be reversed. The reality 
of the state of sound sleep, in which such cessation of connection 
may occur, can be established, only if what is called absence of 
knowledge at that state is directly experienced. 

Thus, it is shown that it cannot be proved through an 
inference that the state of dreamless sleep is a state of negation 
of entire knowledge. 

The negation of knowledge in dreamless sleep cannot be 
experienced at that time. In order to know negation, the 
knowledge of its substratum and that of the negated is 
necessary. Without knowledge of the substratum and that of 
the counterentity of negation, the negation of knowledge cannot 
be experienced in sleep. If both these knowledges remain there, 
then it will contradict sleep. The said negation is not the 
object of the source of valid knowledge called non-apprehension 
< ). That negation whose counter-entity and 

substratum are known, becomes the object of the said source of 
valid knowledge. Nor can it be said that the negation of 
.knowledge relating to the time of dreamless sleep is inferred 
after awakening, because there is no reason for such an 
inference. If it be said that we do not remember to have 
possessed any knowledge during dreamless sleep, hence such 
.absence of non-remembrance is the ground of the aforesaid 
inference, then it can be pointed out that such an assertion is 
not valid, because the absence of remembrance is not the 
invariable concomitance of the absence of perception. 

Opponent—The self relating to the time of sleep has the 
<5apacity of not knowing things. This is the reason for th^ 
inference of the negation of knowledge. 

Answer—This is not accurate. It has been shown that tlie 
jiegation of knowledge cannot be known« likewise the ssAA 
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Cjipacity of the self also cannot be known. And because that 
capacity is not known it will not be the ground of the inference 
Cf the negation of knowledge. If through the negation of 
knowledge that capacity is inferred, then there will be 
inter-dependence. 

If the said knowledge be the remerabrance of the negation 
of knowledge, then as all remembrance is based on apprehension 
the negation of knowledge should be apprehended in dreamless 
state. The remembrance of what is negated and the knowledge 
of the substratum of negation are the causes of the knowledge 
of negation, and in dreamless sleep, these are absent. Hence> 
the negation of cognition in dreamless sleep cannot be 
experienced. Even though there is really negation of knowledge 
in dreamless sleep, still owing to this reason it cannot be 
experienced. Thus the knowledge ‘ I did not know anything at 
the time of sleep * is not the remembrance of the negation of 
knowledge. 

Finally, it has to be accepted that the said knowledge has 
not for its object negation. Because of unwarrantable stretchy 
the knowledge without its object is not possible, hence the said 
knowledge should have for Its object something positive. This 
knowledge is not inference having for its object something 
positive. Without investigation of the reason for an inference 
and invariable concomitance of the reason with the thing to be 
proved, there occurs the knowledge of ignorance of dreamless 
sleep such as ‘ I did not know ’; hence it is not a case of 
inference. So it should be taken as the remembrance of positive 
Ignorance. At the root of remembrance there must be some 
knowledge. To explain both the luminosity of ignorance and 
the said remembrance it should be acknowledged that there is 
self-luminous consciousness and also some subtle knowledge 
(indeterminate modification of ignorance) which gets modified. 

Consciousness of the dreamless sleep is devoid of the 
empirical self, because in that state such experiences as ‘ I see 
^ I enjoy ’ etc. which bear testimony to the existence of the 
topirloal self, are absolutely absent. The knowledge of a 
ittteiahiceiBtisI always be with attributes, so the coguition ^ 
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the ego musk always be determinate in character as is seen in 
the case of such cognitions e. g., ‘ I know ‘I enjoy’, etc., and if 
there are determinate cognitions in dreamless sleep, then that 
state would be no more. Nor can it be said that ego-is 
experienced at that time as an impression (), because 
impression is inferred through its effects (remembrance) and 
never appears as a content of perception. As at the time of 
dreamless sleep there is absence of the ego (the ego the agent 
that remembers is apprehended at the time of waking and not 
remembered), hence ignorance is not experienced at that time as 
qualified by space and time, therefore there is no remembrance 
implying spatio-temporal remoteness ( ^ thafcness ), but there 
is remembrance qualified merely by ignorance, without any 
reference to space and time. In dreamless sleep ignorance is 
manifested through consciousness particularised by the subtle 
piind, and by the impression which is of the nature of 
destruction of the subtle mind remembrance is possible at the 
waking state. After having awaked from dreamless sleep, we 
remember ignorance relating to all objects such as I did not 
know anything.” By the reasoning (eRrsqTargqqTtt) such as if 
there were knowledge of objects during dreamless sleep, then 
there could not have been at the same time ignorance relating to 
all objects, the negation of knowledge is inferred. In other 
words, when the experience of ignorance is being accepted at 
the time of dreamless sleep, due to the impression produced from 
that, the ego qualified with ignorance is remembered at the time 
of waking. This experience is of the following form :—“ I slept 
^nd I did not know anything”. Hence by the remembered 
Ignorance, the inference of negation of knowledge is possible. 

Thus, through the analysis of dreamless sleep the existence 
of the self-luminous consciousness is established. 

Self-luminosity of consciousness, it must be noted, does 
pot mean that it knows itself. Where there is complete 
changelessness and non-difference, there cannot be the 
gubject-object relation. Relation implies difference, and 
non-difference is no relation. Nor can it be said that the 
consciousnesa is the knower in one aspect and the 
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Icnown in another aspect. If the knowner-aspect becomes 
Ttnown, then again another knower-aspect has to be 
assumed and so on (infinite regression). If in its 
aspect of knower alone, Consciousness is self-luminous, 
then as its other aspect is not self-luminous, the 
self-luminous consciousness has for its object something 
that is not self-luminous. Consciousness can neither in 
its entire nature nor in two different aspects, be 
simultaneously or successively the seer and the seen. 
The object, being by nature, dependent and unconscious, 
cannot belong to or be innate in luminosity. So self¬ 
luminosity does not mean self-objectification of conscious¬ 
ness, but implies self-existence and self-manifestation 
independently of any relation to any other luminous 
entity or consciousness. Self-luminosity of consciousness 
is thus due to its specific nature and not due to any 
objectification, intrinsic or extrinsic. 



CHAPTER IV. 


Proof of non-dnality of Consciousness. 

It has so far been shown that our consciousness of the 
diverse mental states and processes as the modifications of 
the same mind, our consciousness of the ignorance and 
linknownness pertaining to external objects, our 
consciousness of the desire and effort to remove the 
ignorance and acquire knowledge of the objects, our 
consciousness of the knowledge and remembrance of the 
diverse objects as belonging to the mind, etc.,—all 
these logically imply the existence of one changeless 
self-luminous consciousness, which is the permanent 
witness of all these non-self-luminous phenomena, to 
which all of them appear as objects, by the light of 
which all these are illumined and revealed, due to^ 
the presence of which all these can be known to have 
their transitory related existence, in the absence of which 
the production, the continuity and the destruction of none 
of them could be known and remembered and no experience 
would be possible. It has been mentioned that this 
consciousness is regarded by the exponents of this system 
as non-dual. But the full significance of this conception of 
non-duality has not yet been discussed and logically 
demonstrated. 

The non-duality, according to this theory, implies 
absolute unity and complete absence of difference. In order 
to establish the non-duality of Consciousness it has to be 
demonstrated that (1) there is no duality or plurality 
within itself ( )—i. e. it has no aspects or organs or 

parts which can be distinguished from one another and from 
the whole, (2) there is no reality outside itself, which is of 
like nature with itself ( ) and from which it can be 
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differentiated, and (3) there is no reality outside itself, 
which is of unlike nature with itself ( ) and from 

which it can be differentiated. If consciousness be an 
organic unity consisting of aspects or organs or parts, or if 
there be a plurality of real individual consciousnesses, or if 
the objects of consciousness be really different from 
consciousness itself, then consciousness cannot, according to 
this view, be regarded as non-dual in the strict sense of 
the term. 

First, it has to be demonstrated that there cannot be 
any distinction of parts and parts, aspects and aspects, and 
of parts or aspects and the whole in the nature of self- 
luminous Consciousness. If the self-luminous consciousness 
contain parts or aspects within itself, then the self-luminosity 
must belong either to the whole or only to the parts or 
aspects or to the whole as well as to its parts or aspects. If 
the first alternative be accepted, then the whole self-luminous 
consciousness is to be conceived as consisting of non-self- 
luminous or unconscious parts or aspects, and this is 
evidently absurd, because the whole of one nature cannot 
be made up of aspects or parts of a contradictory nature. If 
they are of such contradictory natures, the relation of whole 
and parts or unity and aspects or organism and organs 
cannot possibly exist between them; because the parts 
or aspects or organs being regarded as essential constituents 
of the nature of the whole consciousness, the whole would 
in that case have to be conceived as both self-luminous and 
non-self-luminous, conscious and unconscious at the same 
time. This is absurd. Moreover, any change in any part 
or aspect or organ would involve a change in the nature of 
the whole, i. e. the consciousness would then be changeable, 
and in that case it would be incapable of explaining the 
phenomena which necessitate its recognition. The only 
relation that exists between the conscious and the 
unconscious is that of subject and object, the illuminer and 
9 
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the illumined ; and if this be the relation between the self- 
luminous consciousness and its assumed parts or aspects or 
organs, then they are really different entities. That is to 
say, the witness-consciousness is one undifferentiated entity 
having no parts or aspects or organs, and the so-called parts, 
aspects or organs are merely unconscious objects revealed or 
illumined by its luminosity, and falsely appearing as its 
contents or constituents. Secondly, if the parts or aspects 
alone are regarded as self-luminous, then also it is 
inconceivable how a combination of self-luminous parts or 
aspects can constitute a non-self-luminous or essentially 
unconscious whole. Further, as no self-luminous part or 
aspect can be related either as the subject or as the object 
with another self-luminous part or aspect,—since no self- 
luminous entity can be connected with any other entity 
without objectifying it and since only non-self-luminous 
entities can be so objectified—there cannot possibly be any 
connection or combination among the so-called self-luminous 
parts or aspects. Moreover, if the whole consciousness is 
non-self-luminous, how can the self-luminosity of the 
diverse parts or aspects account for the diverse 
related phenomena of experience, for the explanation of 
which its existence has been recognised ? If the diverse 
self-luminous parts or aspects could illumine diverse 
phenomena, then for the unihcation of these knowledges 
again a higher self-luminous consciousness would have to be 
recognised, which must be differenceless within itself. In 
that case the recognition of the plurality of self-luminous 
entities to be illumined by that consciousness would be 
unnecessary as well as illogical. Thus this alternative also 
has to be abandoned as irrational. Thirdly, it is illogical to 
conceive the whole as well as the parts or aspects self- 
luminous. If each of the parts or aspects be self-luminous, 
it would be self-complete, and it would not be conscious of 
itself as a part or aspect of any entity. If it were to be 
conscious of anything of which it is a part or aspect, then it 
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would have to make the whole, the other parts or aspects as 
■well as itself the objects of its knowledge, and this is utterly 
inconsistent with their being regarded as self-luminous. The 
same inconsistency would arise if the whole were to be 
conscious of itself as the aggregate of self-luminous parts or 
tispects. Thus it is evident that the relation of the whole 
and parts or aspects can in no way be conceived as existing 
within the nature of the self-luminous consciousness. The 
self-luminous witness-consciousness must therefore be 
•absolutely dififerenceless within. 

The second point which has to be demonstrated for 
proving the non-duality of consciousness is that the existence 
of more than one self-luminous consciousness cannot be 
rationally conceived. It is a fact of our actual experience 
that there is a countless plurality of conscious beings in the 
universe, and the cognitions, feelings and desires of each are 
different from those of others. Commonsense naturally 
leads us to conclude that every individual has got his own 
consciousness, which enables him to experience the unity 
of his own diversified cognitive, emotional and volitional 
life as distinct from that of every other individual, and that 
if the consciousness had been the same in all individuals, 
there would be no consciousness of individuality at all, and 
there would be no difference between the knowledge, 
feeling and will of one individual and those of the 
others. 


But according to the theory we are representing here^ 
these very facts, instead of proving the plurality of 
consciousness, establishes the absolute unity of the self- 
luminous witness-consciousness. It is asked, how does the 
consciousness of individuality arise ? This evidently implies 
the knowledge of one’s own finite particularised existence 
ns distinguished from, related to and limited by the similar 
particularised existence of other conscious beings. If the 
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particularised conscious existence of one’s own self and 
that of other conscious beings be not at the same time the 
objects of the same consciousness, this knowledge of 
individuality cannot arise. Now, if the consciousness of the 
particularised conscious existence of one’s own self and of 
other conscious beings means the consciousness of one’s own 
self-luminous consciousness and other self-luminous 
consciousnesses, then it must involve the supposition 
that the self-luminous consciousness can make itself the 
object of its own knowledge and that one self-luminous 
consciousness can make other self-luminous consciousnesses 
the objects of its knowledge and also that self-luminous 
consciousnesses have points of difference from one another 
which also can become objects of those consciousnesses. All 
th6se are absurd self-contradictory suppositions. The very 
notion of self-luminosity implies that it cannot be the object 
of its own knowledge or of the knowledge of any other 
knower. It implies pure subject-ness, pure knowerhood, 
pure changeless witnessing character. Whatever can belong 
to the class of knowable objects must be non-self-luminous, 
because it must be illumined by the luminosity of its 
knowing subject. If there were really different individual 
self-luminous consciousnesses, they could not have become 
known to each other, and on account of the absence of this 
knowledge the conception of individuality could not have 
arisen at all. Each would have been confined to and 
complete in itself. 

Thus we find that the different individual conscious 
beings that become the objects of the knowledge of 
themselves and of one another cannot rationally mean 
different individual self-luminous consciousnesses. They are 
different individual egos related to one another and 
illumined by the same self-luminous consciousness. Each 
ego becomes conscious of itself as an individual retaining 
its unity in the midst of various modifications through which 
it passes,, and this particularised consciousness of ego ia 
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possible owing to the reflection of the luminosity of 
the non-particularised, non-individuated difFerenceless 
witness-consciousness upon the modifying ego. This 
ego may be said to have a relative subject-objett 
character, it being object to the absolute subject, viz. 
the changeless self-luminous consciousness, and 
becoming subject in relation to its modifications and their 
objects through the reflected luminosity. In the absolute 
sense an entity cannot be both subject and object of 
knowledge. It is through its own modifications that each 
ego attains knowledge of the embodied manifestations of 
other egos and on the ground of those manifestations infers 
the existence of those other egos. The plurality of egos and 
their manifestations thus become the objects of the 
knowledge and conception of each individual ego. This 
relative and mutual subject-object relation' among the 
individual modifying egos would in no way be possible, 
unless they were all objectified and illumined by the same 
identical changeless self-luminous witness-consciousness. 
If any individual conscious being had existed outside the 
consciousness which illumines any particular ego, they could 
never be known or even supposed to exist by the latter, 
because not only knowledge, but supposition also is a form 
of mental modification which must be illumined by the 
consciousness and which cannot possibly objectify and 
become conscious of any being beyond the range of the 
consciousness. Thus it is proved that the experience which 
the individuals have of their own individuality and of the 
presence of other individuals is explicable only on the 
recognition of one universal all-pervading changeless 
difFerenceless self-luminous consciousness. 

Moreover, every individual conscious being is 
convinced that he experiences the same objective world 
as is experienced by others. In the absence of the 
objective existence of the knowable world, the term 
■* valid knowledge ’ itself would be meaningless, and the 
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denial of valid knowledge involves an obvious self- 
contradiction, because the denial itself, being a form of 
knowledge, would be invalid. Now, the question is, how 
can the same objective world be the object of knowledge 
to a plurality of conscious beings and how can thej 
know that it is the same world ? If the knowing subjects, 
had been independent of and unrelated to one another, 
there could be no inter-communication among them. 
Each would then have a separate world, and the existence 
of these separate worlds also would not be known to 
any one. This would lead to an inconceivable position. 
The possibility of the experience of the same objective 
world by the different knowing subjects necessarily 
implies that these knowing subjects are related to a world 
which is the object to one universal consciousness. An 
object can have no existence without reference to a 
subject by which its existence should be illumined, and 
accordingly the world cannot be conceived to have any 
objective existence without reference to one universal 
self-luminous consciousness as the absolute all-illumining 
witness-subject. Thus the objective world which exists 
as the object of the one absolute self-luminous consciousness 
must be regarded as being known by the numerous 
conscious subjects. These individual conscious subjects 
or egos must therefore be regarded as having only 
dependent and derivative consciousness; that is to say, 
they are not distinct independent self-luminous 
consciousnesses, but they are non-self-luminous entities 
subjectified by the reflection upon them of the luminosity 
of the one all-pervading self-luminous consciousness. 
Thus the impossibility of the duality or plurality of 
self-luminous consciousness is fully demonstrated.* In 

Thongh consciousness is really without differences, still the 
perception of difierence of consciousness cannot be denied. Hence, 
we proceed to show that the difference of consciousness is not its 
intrinsic character, but is something conditional. It is a generally 
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order to demonstrate the absolute non-duality of the 
self-luminous consciousness, it now remains to be shown 
that there is no self-existent reality whatsoever from 

which this consciousness can be differentiated. It has 
so far been logically established that there do not exist 
more than one self-luminous Consciousness and that 

within the nature of this one Consciousness also there 

is no distinction of parts or organs or aspects. But 
besides this self-luminous Consciousness there appears to 
exist an unconscious objective world, which includes 
both the mental and the extramental regions and the 
existence of which is illumined and revealed by the 
luminosity of this consciousness. Unless it can be proved 
that this objective world does not exist or that it is 

non-different from this self-luminous Consciousness, the 
absolute non-duality would not be established. 

recognised fact that consciousness is not experienced in any region 
excepting the body. This fact, we are showing below, 
cannot be explained, if consciousness is regarded as the attribute 
of the self, be it all-pervading, atomic or of the size of the 
body. No explanation can be offered why the experience of conscious¬ 
ness should be confined to a particular body, if consciousness were the 
attribute of the all-pervading self, because in the partless self there 
cannot be the simultaneous presence and absence of consciousness. 
This fact is also inexplicable, if consciousness be regarded as the 
attribute of the atomic self. Since the attribute cannot exist outside 
of and as separated from its own substratum, and since the substratum 
in this case is atomic and confined to some particular point of the body, 
it cannot be conceived how the attribute consciousness can pervade 
the whole body. Consciousness cannot even be treated as the 
attribute of the self conceived as of the size of the body, because 
though thereby the universally recognised experience of conscious¬ 
ness throughout the body can be explained, still this conception, 
being antithetical to the very concept of self as an eternal entity, 
cannot be considered as an explanation of the phenomenon. So it 
has to be admitted that consciousness is not supported in any substance, 
but is itself a substance. But to explain its presence in the body, it 
may at first sight appear that it should be taken to be of the size of 
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Now, as a result of our previous analysis of the nature 
of the objective world, we arrived at the conclusion that one 
differenceless changeless abs6lute Existence is the sole real 
substratum on which all the diverse kinds of changing 
relative phenomena appear, that all the mental and material 
phenomena which are actual and possible objects of 
experience are really non-different from this substratum- 
Existence, that they are merely variable names and forms 
appearing to particularise this essentially indivisible and 
unmodifiable Existence, and that from the metaphysical 
standpoint they are nothing but illusory appearances of this 
Existence. In accordance with this conclusion pure Existence 
is the sole objective Reality. Taking that conclusion with 
our present conclusion with regard to Consciousness, we 
apparently find two ultimate realities, viz. self-luminous 
Consciousness as the absolute changeless Subject, the 
revealer of Existence, and pure differenceless attributeless 

the body. Now, to find out whether it is really of the size of the 
body or not, we have to consider whether it is with parts or without 
parts. It cannot be said to be with parts. If it is with parts, then 
to produce this whole made up of parts, besides consciousness, its parts 
would be needed, bat we are not aware of the existence of such parts. 
If these parts are themselves conscious, then there would occur many 
knowledges simultaneously and there is no proof about it. So, it 
may be suggested, that the partless consciousness is experienced as 
of the 8iz3 of the body. But even this suggestion is absurd, because 
that whiah is partless can never be really composed of parts. There¬ 
fore, it should be acknowledged that all-pervading consciousness is 
experienced in that way owing to some extraneous conditions. Hence? 
the non-difference of consciousness is natural and its difference, 
conditional. Besides, when there is the knowledge of extraneous 
conditions, there is the knowledge of difference of consciousness, so 
the difference of consciousness must be conditional in nature. Thus, 
to conclude, we may frame the following inference with regard to 
non-difference and identity of consciousness the consciousness is 
really one because its difference is not manifested without the 
particularisation of objects as in the case with ak$§a. 
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Existence as the absolute object illumined and revealed by 
Consciousness. But can they be rationally conceived as two 
separate Realities ? Let us examine the point. 

Proof of Identity of Consciousness and Existence. 

First, let us try to conceive Consciousness and Existence 
as two distinct entities. Since in accordance with our 
previous conclusions Existence is the sole substratum and 
ground of existent entities and Consciousness is the sole 
source of all illumination and manifestation, Existence 
conceived as apart from Consciousness must be non-illumined 
and unmanifested, and Consciousness conceived as apart from 
Existence must be non-existent. It is of course absurd to 
think that Existence should be illumined, i. e. should be 
revealed as existent, by the luminosity of non-existent 
Consciousness. Unless Existence is illumined, i. e. be 
revealed as existent, it would be virtually non-existent. 
To avoid this self-contradiction, Consciousness must be 
regarded as existent. Now, Consciousness can be existent, 
either by being a particularised form ory appearance 
of Existence or by being identical with Existence 
itself. But the former alternative, if accepted, would lead 
to absurdity, because in that case Existence by itself would 
be neither self-luminous nor objectified and illumined by 
any self-luminous entity, and therefore its reality could 
never be revealed and it would be as good as non-existent. 
It cannot of course be supposed to be witnessed and 
illumined by a particularised appearance of itself, which must 
be illusory in character. Further, a self-luminous entity 
cannot be conceived as the product or appearance of any 
other entity;—if its existence be derivative, its luminosity 
also must be derivative. Hence the only rational view 
that Existence and Consciousness are identical, so that we 
may speak of the Ultimate Reality as self-existent 
Consciousness or as self-luminous Existence. 

10 
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It may be argued that Existence is the name given to the 
sole self-existent substratum of all objective particularised 
existences and Consciousness is the name given to the sole 
self-existent and self-luminous ground of all knowledge and 
illumination ; both are self-existent, one being the ultimate 
object and the other ultimate subject, hence ultimately two 
self-existent realities have to be recognised. But this 
contention raises fresh difficulties. If Consciousness and 
Existence are two distinct self-existent realities, how can 
there be any significance of the terms subject and object 
applied to them. Subject has meaning only with reference to 
its object, and object has meaning only with reference to its 
subject. Consciousness as the self-existent subject 
without any object to be known either within or outside- 
itself is meaningless; and Existence as the self-existent 
object without any self-luminous subject to know and 
illumine it is equally meaningless. To attach meanings 
to them, Consciousness and Existence must be regarded 
as related to each other as subject and object. If this 
relation is admitted, they are no longer conceived as 
absolutely distinct self-existent realities. There must be 
admitted such a bond of relation between them, that 
each is what it is in relation to the other. In that 
case both of them should be not ultimate realities, but 
relative phenomenal realities, demanding the necessity 
for some higher self-existent Reality of which they are 
the related manifestations. In that self-existent Reality, 
Consciousness and Existence, subject and object, must 
be united. Thus it must be admitted that ultimately 
Consciousness and Existence are not two Realities, but 
the same identical Reality. 

This is further demonstrated by the analysis of the 
meaning of self-existence itself. The very notion of 
self-existence involves the notion of self-luminosity. A. 
being which has to depend upon another being for it» 
self-manifestation or self-illumination cannot be regarded 
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as existing by itself, and hence it would be regarded as- 
having imperfect relative dependent existence, related to and 
depending on some superior Being for its being revealed 
as what it is. But • as it is impossible to conceive of any 
Being other than and superior to pure Existence, the 
capacity for its revealing itself must also be essentially 
inherent in it. This means that the idea of consciousness is 
essentially involved in the very idea of pure self-existence. 
Self-existence and self-luminosity are really identical. It is 
to be noted here that Consciousness cannot be regarded as 
the attribute of Existence nor can Existence be regarded as 
the attribute of Consciousness. The relation of substance 
and attribute would imply that the attribute limits or 
modifies the nature of the substance and that the substance 
as it is in itself is to be, at least conceptually, distinguished 
from the substance with the attribute. No such distinction, 
can be thought of here. Pure Existence can not be thought 
of without self-luminosity nor can pure Consciousness be 
thought of without Existence. Therefore neither can be 
regarded as modifying or particularising the nature of the 
other. Hence the absolute identity of self-existence and 
self-luminosity and therefore of Absolute Existence and. 
Absolute Consciousness has to be admitted. 

Thus it is established that the Absolute Existence or 
the Absolute Consciousness is without any kind of duality 
or plurality within itself or outside itself. This is the 
true conception of non-dual Brahman, as advocated by the 
religio-philosophical system we are expounding here. 



CHAPTER V. 


The Theory of Illusory Causation 

From the foregoing discussion it is clear, according 
to this school of philosophical thought, that if we logically 
analyse the nature and the concepts of our knowledge 
and experience and seek for the ultimate condition of 
the possibility of the valid knowledge of ourselves, our 
mental states and processes and the world of conscious 
and unconscious objective realities, we are inevitably led 
to the conception of an absolutely differenceless change¬ 
less attributeless self-luminous self-existent Reality, which 
may be called pure Consciousness or pure Existence 

which is one without a second (and 
which precludes the possibility of the existence of any 
other equally real being of like or unlike nature, whether 
within or outside Itself ( )• This 

non-dual Reality has been indicated by various names, 
such as Brahmanj the Absolutej the Substancey the Existenty 
the Oney the Absolute Spirit y etc. by different thinkers, 
subscribing to this line of metaphysical speculation. 

Now, as this non-dual Reality is regarded as the 
sole self-existent Being, it must be capable of accounting 
for the appearance of the undeniable variety of experiences 
and experienced objects constituting the manifested world. 
How is it possible that this Absolute Reality is a differ¬ 
enceless changeless actionless attributeless entity and 
the one without a second entity to act upon It or to be 
acted upon by It, but at the same time It is the sole 
ground and source of the amazing diversities ? How, 
inspite of producing and sustaining such a boundless 
diversified world of mutually related and wonderfully 
regulated conscious and unconscious beings, can this 
Reality be regarded as absolutely non-dual and absolutely 

76 
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changeless and efifortless and attributeless ? How caa 
this beginningless and endless stream of productions 
and preservations and destructions of numberless varieties 
of objects be logically compatible with the absolute non¬ 
duality of the ultimate Reality and its changeless actionless 
attributeless character? Unless these questions are 
satisfactorily answered, the theory of this non-dual 
Absolute is far from being established. We have now 
to explain how the exponents of this theory attempt 
to logically answer these questions. 

First of all it has to be proved that this attributeless non¬ 
dual Consciousness can furnish an adequate causal explanation 
for the world of derivative existences and can satisfy the 
demand of the fundamental Principle of Causality. For this 
purpose it is necessary to analyse the nature of this Principle 
and to ascertain what conditions must be fulfilled to 
satisfy its demands. 

The Principle of Causality primarily means that every 
non-eternal phenomenon must have its cause, which must 
be sufficient to produce it. Now, what must be the relation 
between the effect and its cause ? Here different systems 
of philosophy are found to differ. According to some, the 
effect is nothing but an aggregate of causes ; ). 

Several causes being conjoined with one another appear in 
the form of an effect, which therefore is neither a newly 
originated substance nor a modification of the causes. But 
if this had been the inevitable nature of the causal relation, 
then no effect could be produced from one cause. In our 
normal experience, however, we meet with cases of an effect 
produced from a single cause as well as those of an effect 
produced from a conjunction of causes. Further, in 
cases of such conjunction, does the effect possess the same 
nature and the same properties as the constituent causes ? 
If the same nature and the same properties of the 
constituent causes are present, then in truth no effect is 
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produced. If the effect is something different with different 
properties from the combining causes, as it is generally 
found to be, then a new thing must be regarded as having 
originated from the causes. Moreover, do the conjunctions 
of causes occur by chance, or does any fixed conjunction 
pertain to the essential nature of the ultimate causes, or is 
it the nature of the causes to pass through different forms of 
conjunctions and to appear in newer and newer forms, or 
are the various conjunctions due to the action of some 
extraneous agency upon the causes ? The acceptance of 
chance-combination would be inconsistent with the principle 
of Causality itself and would lead to the denial of any system 
or harmony in nature. In the second case, the same effect 
or effects would be eternally present and there would be no 
causal operations and no productions and destructions in 
the world. The acceptance of the third alternative would 
virtually amount to the acceptance of the doctrine of the 
spontaneous modification of the causes into effects, because 
without modifications in their internal nature there would be 
no ground for different forms of conjunctions. In the fourth 
case, there arises the necessity for recognising some efficient 
cause different from the material causes. Moreover, if all 
things, not excepting the ultimate causes, have only 
momentary existence, as the upholders of this view of 
causation maintain, then not only every effect must be 
regarded as newly originated, but there would be no 
possibility of conjunction of causes at all. This would 
logically lead to the denial of the law of Causation and the 
acceptance of universally condemned theory of Spontaneous 
generation or Causeless production. 

According to the view of another school, the effect is 
newly originated from the conjunction of causes and its new 
properties also are produced from the properties of the 
causes (). The effect does not exist in any 
unmanifested form in the causes but it is 

produced from them and is altogether different from them. 
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Thus, all effects are complex entities, and all complex entities 
are of the nature of effects. Ultimate causes must, according 
to this view, be innumerable simple indivisible substances 
called atoms, from the various combinations of which the 
well-ordered diversified world is produced. But as these 
atoms are inert and unconscious, a conscious active efficient 
-cause is recognised to account for their movements, 
combinations and regulated operations. 

But this view also does not give a true account of the 
nature of causation. As the effect is considered to be 
altogether different from the causes, and not present in 
them in any unmanifested or potential form, it cannot 
account for the reign of law in the causally related objects 
of the world, because in accordance with this conception of 
causalit)' any effects may be produced from any causes. An 
appeal to what is called Prior negation is useless, unless it 
is something positive and means the capacity or the 
potentiality for the production of the effect. If the presence 
of the capacity or the potentiality to originate the effect 
before the production of the effect is admitted, it would 
virtually mean the recognition of the presence of the relation 
between the cause and the effect even before the 
manifestation of the effect, and this would amount to the. 
acceptance of the doctrine of the pre-existence of the effect 
n the unmanifested form in the cause. If, on the other 
land, prior negation is nothing more than mere negation, 
;hen it would mean merely the absence or non-existence of 
;he effect, and its special reference to any particular entity 
vould be absolutely meaningless ; hence in that case no 
ixed and systematic cause-effect-relation would prevail in 
he world. 

If this potentiality of the effect in the cause is admitted, 
hen the effect cannot be regarded as altogether different 
rom the cause. There must be at least the identity of 
ssence between the cause and the effect. Moreover, in 
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that case, the ultimate cause of the world of effects cannot 
be a plurality of distinct self-existent material atoms of fixed, 
characters, because the potentiality of the effects cannot be 
present in any one of them separately, nor in any 
combination of them, for no such combination originally 
exists. This should therefore lead to the recognition of one 
ultimate material cause with the potentiality of all the 
effects constituting the world. 

Further, the appeal to a conscious efficient cause also is 
of no avail, because if the material atoms are self-existent 
units of eternally fixed characters and altogether distinct 
from and of different natures from the so-called efficient 
cause, how can there possibly be any relation between it 
and them, and how can it possibly act upon and regulate 
them according to its plan and purpose ? If recourse is had 
to the omniscience and omnipotence of the efficient cause,, 
then the material atoms as material cause would be 
unnecessary, the power of its thought and will being 
sufficient to produce all effects without any material. 

Many other schools of thought, therefore, legitimately 
deny the absolute origination of the effects at their 
production and their absolute non-existence in the cause 
before their production, and they maintain that the relation 
between the cause and the effect implies the pre-existence 
of the effect in the potential or unmanifested state in the 
cause before its production ( and that its production 

consists in the modification of the cause so as to bring it out 
from the unmanifested state to the manifested form 
( )• Accordingly causation means, not new creation, 

but transformation of the cause into the effect. Hence so 
far as the form is concerned, the effect is different from the 
cause, but so far as the substance is concerned, the effect is 
identical with or non-different from the cause. Thus a 
relation of difference as well as non-difference ( ) must 

exist between the cause and the effect. 
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When this principle is applied to the investigation of the 
ultimate cause and its relation to the effect-world, it is 
inferred that the ultimate cause must be of the nature of 
absolute potentiality, that it must be an absolutely 
unmanifested entity ( which the entire world of 

effects is existent in the undifferentiated unmanifested 
imperceptible state, and that the production of the world 
must consist in the progressive modification and 
transformation of this entity from the unmanifested to the 
more and more manifested forms, from the undifferentiated 
to the more and more differentiated forms, from the subtle 
and imperceptible to the more and more gross and 
perceptible forms. 

Among those who adopt this view, there are schools 
which hold that this ultimate unmanifested modifying cause 
is a distinct real entity eddied Prakrti essentially unconscious, 
and having eternal conjunction with an indefinite number 
of self-luminous individual souls, the presence of which is 
necessary to illumine it and to enable it to modify itself. 
But they cannot offer any satisfactory logical explanation as 
to how two such absolutely distinct kinds of entities can be 
conjoined together, how the self-luminous souls can be 
related to and influence and have agreeable and disagreeable 
experience of the modifications of the material cause without 
being themselves changed or modified in the least, how the 
absolutely distinct self-luminous individuals can be related 
to the same objective world and can possibly know one 
another, and how all of them being eternally conjoined to 
the ultimate material cause different souls can possibly 
experience the effects with different degrees of joy and 
sorrow and some are disjoined and liberated from them. 
Nor can they explain the well-regulated self-modification 
and self-manifestation of the unconscious material cause 
without reference to some such self-luminous agency. 

Finding the difficulty of this position, some other 
schools conceive the unmanifested material cause as the 
11 
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Power or Energy, as governed and regulated by one supreme 
omniscient .and omnipotent self*conscions Being, who is- 
regarded as the Efficient cause of the world of effects. But 
in this case also, if the Power or Energy, which is modified,- 
has a distinct self-existence and has a definite nature of its 
own different from that of the self-conscious Being, the 
relation of the regulator and the regulated between the two 
remains unaccountable, and if this self-conscious Being is 
really omnipotent and omniscient, the recognition of a 
separate material cause for the production of the effects 
becomes wholly unnecessary. 

For this reason, others regard the Power or Energy as 
belonging to the self-existent self-conscious self-determining 
Being, who is one without any other rival self-existent 
entity and who is therefore the material as well as the 
efficient cause of the diversified universe. According to- 
this view, this sole ultimate Reality, the absolute self-existent 
self-luminous Entity, becomes itself modified into the world 
of effects by the exercise of Its inherent power or energy. 
The world of effects is regarded as existent in the 
unmanifested or potential state in Its power, and It is 
regarded as modifying Itself freely into this manifested 
world. But this view also cannot be logically maintained. 
According to this view, the non-dual self-luminous Being 
must have to be conceived as at the same time the subject 
and the object, the illuminer and the illumined, the regulator 
and the regulated, the manifestor and the manifested, the 
modifier and the modified, the creator and the created. The 
presence of such distinctions within the nature of the Being 
would make It a being of complex nature and therefore of 
derivative existence. It would make that Being composed 
of parts or aspects or organs and therefore a composite 
embodied Being; and every composite embodied being is 
non-eternal, liable to development and degradation and 
destruction. We have already pointed out in greater details 



83 


that a truly self-luminous Being cannot have any such 
differences within Its own nature nor any different entities 
of like or unlike nature outside of Itself. 


The exponents of the doctrine of the real self¬ 
modification of God—the supreme self-luminous Being with 
Energy—cannot logically explain how God can remain the 
same unchanged Being, while modifying Himself into the 
plurality of conscious and unconscious finite realities of the 
universe. If the Energy pertains to His essential nature,^ 
the transformation of the Energy must mean the 
transformation of Himself, and the original eternal 
God should be regarded as non-existent in creation. 
If the Energy is regarded as essentially foreign to His 
nature and accidentally related to Him, some causal 
explanation would be demanded to account for this 
relation and this is of course unavailable. Further, though 
God may in this view be conceived as retaining His 
identity, He cannot consistently be asserted to be the 
material cause of the universe, because the modificationt 
of the Energy would not mean His self-modification. If 
it be held that God with the Energy inherent in His 
nature modifies Himself into the world of effects and 
still maintains His identity in the same way as the 
individual ego maintains its identity in and through the 
mental modifications, then, as has been shown before,, 
this knowledge of the unity in the midst of changes 
must imply the existence of a changeless witness- 
consciousness above that self-modifying God. To hold 
that God himself is in one aspect the changeless 
witness-consciousness and in another aspect modified 
into diverse phenomenal realities would also raise various 
logical difficulties as to the significance of and relation 
between these two aspects. Are these two aspects equally 
essential to the nature of God ? If they are, can there 
be changes in one of the essential aspects without 
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affecting the other ? If this be possible, should it not 
imply that the Divine nature is composite, essentially 
constituted of two altogether distinct natures and should 
not reason demand a superior cause for this composition ? 
If this change in one essential aspect of the Divine 
nature with any change in the other is not regarded 
as possible, on the ground that the two aspects pertain 
to the one eternal nature of God, then either the entire 
Divine nature should undergo changes and God would 
lose His identity, or the entire Divine nature should 
remain changeless and God would not be the self¬ 
modifying material cause of the world. If neither of 
the alternatives be acceptable, then one of the so-called 
aspects may be regarded as constituting the real essential 
nature of God and the other as non-essential and unreal 
expression of His nature. If this view is accepted, then 
the changeless self-luminous consciousness must necessa¬ 
rily be regarded as constituting His real essential nature 
because this alone demonstrates His unity, non-duality 
and identity, and the changing Energy must be regarded 
as the non-essential unreal expression of His nature. 
From the logical point of view it is useless to proclaim 
that God has the unique inscrutable power to modify 
Himself into the world of effects as well as to exist as 
the changeless transcendent witness of those modifications, 
because it is the nature of this so-called inscrutable power 
that logic seeks to analyse and rationally conceive, and 
leaving it as inscrutable would mean the admission of 
the insolubility of the problem and the abandonment of 
the rational quest of truth. 

Thus it is found that none of the views, cherished by 
the other schools of philosophical thinkers, with regard to 
the nature of causation and the relation between cause and 
•effect, can satisfy the logical tests and can rationally 
ascertain the nature of the ultimate cause of the world and 
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trace the origin of this world of diversities from any supposed 
self-existent cause. These diversities can neither be proved 
as absolutely non-existent before their manifestation in the 
nature of the ultimate cause, nor can they be proved as 
really existent in the unmanifested state in the nature of 
the cause. They cannot be proved to be merely aggregates' 
of unregulated material atoms nor to be absolutely new 
products from divinely regulated material atoms nor to be 
manifestations from an absolutely unmanifested unconscious 
entity nor to be modifications of one Energy regulated by 
God nor to be self-modifications of one self-luminous 
omnipotent God Himself. All such views, when logically 
analysed and criticised, involve insurmountable difficulties. 

What, then, 'can be the view of causation, which can 
logically furnish a causal explanation of the world ? On 
epistemological and ontological grounds it has been 
demonstrated that the Ultimate Reality, which can be 
accepted as the unquestionable ground of all knowledge and 
all existences, must be one non-dual changeless 
differenceless attributeless self-luminous Consciousness. 
Now, to satisfy the requirements of the Law of Causality,, 
this Consciousness must be shown to be adequate to give 
birth to the diversities of the phenomenal universe without 
any the least change or transformation of Its own nature. 
The existence of the diverse effects also must be of such a 
character as not to contradict the non-duality, the 
differencelessness and the changelessness of the ultimate 
cause. Does our normal experience supply us with any 
such instances of causal relation, in which effects are 
observed, but the cause is not found to be affected in 
any way by the production of the effects ? Yes, this is 
what we experience in cases of Illusory Causation. 

Take for example such cases as those of rope-snake^ 
shell-silver, mirage etc. In such cases we actually 
observe the snake, the silver, the water etc. on the 
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*sub 9 tratum of the rope, the shell, the desert etc. The 
former must be regarded as the effects of the latter, 
but still those effects do not affect the real nature of 
their respective causes in any way. The rope, the 
shell, the desert remain as they are, their characters 
vemain after the production of the effects exactly the 
same as before their production, they undergo no 
modification, and their existence is in no way limited 
by the effects; but still the effects are found to be 
produced. In such cases the causes, though rernaining 
exactly the same and not undergoing change in any 
aspect, appear as or manifest themselves as the effects. 
Their real nature is somehow veiled and they appear 
or manifest themselves as — and not transform themselves 
into — something other than what they are. These are 
cases of Illusory Causation. Since the cause does not 
really become the effect nor does it really produce the 
effect, the effect cannot be said to be as real as the 
cause. On the other hand, since the effect is actually 
observed, it cannot be regarded as altogether unreal. 
Hence in such cases of causation, the cause being accepted 
as real, the effect must be conceived as neither real 
nor unreal,— neither really existent like the cause nor 
absolutely non-existent like a hare’s horn or a barren 
woman’s child. Again, as the real cause does not really 
modify or transform itself into any real effect, no 
change can be said to occur in the nature of the cause, 
and as the one does not really produce another real 
entity as the effect, no duality can be said to arise out 
of this sort of causation. The illusory effect being not 
of the same order of reality as the cause, or strictly 
speaking, the substratum, such causation cannot be said 
to increase the number of real entities and thereby to 
create a limitation upon the cause. It is through illusory 
fdentification with the real cause, that the illusory effect 
is perceived as really existent. 
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It is this conception of Causation which can be quite 
logically applied to the production of the world of diversities 
from the non-dual Consciousness, and can furnish an 
adequate causal explanation of the world. The non-dual 
Consciousness appears or manifests Itself as the world of 
diversities without having Its nature in any way modified 
and Its non-duality in any way affected. Since the 
Consciousness does not really produce the world or actually 
modify or transform Itself into the world, but merely appears 
as the world, Its nature remains eternally changeless. The 
world, being not a real product of the effort of the Conscious¬ 
ness nor a real modified form of It, cannot be said to be real 
in the sense in which the Consciousness is real. But since it 
is a world of experience, since the appearance of the world 
of mental and material plurality cannot be denied, it cannot 
be said to be absolutely unreal or non-existent. If it had 
been absolutely non-existent, it could not have been an 
object of experience nor could it have any practical efficiency. 
On the other hand, if it had been absolutely existent, its 
existence could never have been absent, it could never have 
passed into non-existence nor could even be thought of as 
mon-existent, it could not have birth or destructioii, it would 
not disappear even at the unveiled self-manifestation of the 
Consciousness, Hence this world of effects cannot be said 
to be either absolutely real or absolutely unreal, either as 
existent or as non-existent in the absolute sense. It must 
therefore be conceived as an inexplicable entity having an 
apparent reality or illusory existence. 

Now, as the world is not real or existent in the sense in 
which the Consciousness is real or existent, it cannot be said 
that a second real or existent entity has been produced by 
or from It, and hence the absolute non-duality of the 
Consciousness is in no way vitiated. Thus it is logically 
demonstrated that though the self-luminous Consciousness is 
the eternally attributeless, changeless, dififerenceless non-dual 
Absolute Reality, though It is never really modified or 
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particularised in any way, though It never acts or is acted 
upon, still It is the source or ground or cause of the 
phenomenal universe of multifarious conscious and 
unconscious changing objects, in the sense that It illusorily 
appears or manifests Itself as this universe, or, in other words,. 
It is sole Substratum on which this universe illusorily 
appears. This is the theory of the Illusory Causation of the 
world or, the Appearance of Brahman as other than 
what It is and this is the most logical causal 

explanation of the world. 

It may be objected that the doctrine of Illusory 
Causation has no foundation in normal experience ; cases of 
rope-snake, shell-silver, etc. are not cases of causation at all,^ 
because no snake or silver is produced there. Such illusory 
appearances cannot be said to have even any apparent 
reality outside the mind of the duped observer. 
They are only subjective visions of individuals. These 
illusions have been differently interpreted by different 
schools of philosophers. Some regard them as cases of 
mistaking one thing for another previously experienced thing 
(3T;2lsri*?Jnf^). Due to the close resemblance between the thing 
present and some previously experienced thing, the former,, 
when its special features are not clearly noticed on account 
of distance or insufficient light or some defect in the senses 
of perception, may immediately awaken the memory of the 
latter and this object of remembrance is projected outside 
and is perceived in the place of the substance present. This 
is how illusory perception occurs, and in such a case the 
present substance cannot be regarded as producing the 
object perceived. Others hold that cases of illusion are 
cases of perceiving some object in a place where it does not 
exist they are really cases of imagination in which 

the products of imagination are projected and perceived 
outside. According to others, they are mere cases of non¬ 
perception of the specific features or the entire nature of an. 
existent object According to others again, they are 
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cases of spontaneous self-projection and perception of the 
observer's own self or of his ideas outside of himself 

All such interpretations of the phenomenon of illusion 
are, however, psychologically untenable. So long as illusion 
continues, it is a pure case of perception. The man under 
illusion does not experience that he is recollecting any 
previously observed entity or that he is exercising his 
imagination or that he is projecting his own mind outside of 
himself or that he is not perceiving something present before 
him. At the time of illusion, the perceived object does not 
appear as illusory. The illusory object is perceived exactly 
in the same way as any other phenomenal object of sense- 
perception is perceived. The observer actually perceives 
the object and knows it as existing independently of himself 
and his mental functions. The elements of remembrance^ 
etc. may be present there, as they are present in cases of 
the recognition and classification of a validly perceived 
object. The reactions of such illusory perceptions in the mind 
and the body of the observer are also exactly analogous to 
those of valid perception. Hence psychologically illusory 
perception also must be admitted to be a case of perception. 
This being the case, the presence of the illusory object 
before the senses of the observer and some sort of contact 
between the object and the senses must be admitted. But 
the illusory character of this perceived object is known, 
when as a result of deeper penetration the same substance 
is known in its true character and this knowledge contradicts 
the former perception. The fundamental difference between 
valid perception and illusory perception lies in this that the 
former is uncontradicted and the latter is con¬ 
tradicted The uncontradicted perception is regarded 

as representing the true nature of the perceived substance> 
and the contradicted perception implies that the true nature 
of the substance was veiled at the time of that perception 
and that the substance appeared as something other than 
12 
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what it really is. Hence as an object of perception 
ihe illusory entity must be regarded as produced and 
-cannot be regarded as altogether non-existent at the 
time when and at the place where it is perceived ; but 
as that perception is contradicted by the more careful 
perception of the true nature of the substance known to be 
really present there at that time, and as with the true 
acquaintance with the nature of the substance the object of 
that perception disappears and is cognised to have never 
been really present there, that object cannot be regarded as 
really produced and really existent at that time and place. 
Thus the illusory object cannot be explained either as 
existent or as non-existent, either as produced or as non- 
produced; consequently a separate category, viz. inexplicable 
has to to be applied to it. 

In this view of the case, the real substance is to be 
regarded as the unchanged substratum, which, with its 
true character veiled, appears in the form of the illusory 
object, and which should in that sense be conceived as the 
ground or cause of that object; that object on the other 
hand is to be regarded as neither-real-nor-unreal inexplicable 
apparent effect of that substratum. In point of relation, 
this apparent effect cannot be regarded either as different or 
as non-different or as both different and non-different from 
the substratum. Since this illusory entity has no real 
existence either within or outside or as an attribute of the 
substratum, it cannot be logically conceived as different from 
the substratum. Since it appears and is perceived as other 
than the . substance and since its appearance and 
disappearance do not in the least affect the nature of that 
substratum, it cannot be conceived as wholly non-different 
from it. Both difference and non-difference cannot in the 
tame sense be applied at the same time and place to the 
Same entity in relation to the same other entity on account 
•6f their mutual contradiction and exclusiveness. Hence in 
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this respect also the illusory effect is to be regarded as 
inexplicable. 

Now, what the illusory effects () hhe rope- 
snake, shell-silver, etc. are to the phenomenal realities 
{ ) like rope, shell, etc., the entire world of 

phenomenal existences is to the Absolute ( qnirrfSNF ) Non¬ 
dual Existence-Consciousness. The Consciousness-Brahman- 
is the changeless differenceless non-dual substratum of the 
world, which is Its illusory effect. Brahnian illusory appears 
as this world. This phenomenal world is not the product of 
the imagination of the individual conscious beings, who also 
are included in this world. It does not depend for its 
existence upon the experiences or errors of these individuals. 
So far as these individual conscious beings are concerned, 
the world has its objective existence and is the object of 
valid experience of all. But still its very nature is of the 
illusory character, because when the true character of the 
Absolute Reality-Brahman-is revealed, the diversities of the 
world are contradicted and cannot therefore be regarded 
as really existent. Accordingly in the noumenal sense 
Brahman alone eternally exists in Its differenceless 
changeless cause-effect-less subject-object-less non-dual 
self-luminous character and is therefore alone really existent, 
and from this point of view the world of diversities does 
not at any time really exist at all; on the other hand in the 
phenomenal sense the world of diversities has conditional 
derivative changing existence without any beginning or end 
in time, and its existence is derived from, conditioned and 
sustained and illumined by the self-existent self-luminous 
Brahman, which is its eternal substratum or ground or cause. 
The world has no existence apart from the existence of 
Brahman, but in appearance it is different from the latter. 
It appears as real through its illusory identification 
( ) with the Substratum, Brahman. 
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Thus the world is neither real nor unreal, neither 
existent nor non-existent,— it is unreal and non-existent in 
the metaphysical sense and real and existent in the empirical 
sense,— and it is therefore spoken of as inexplicable in 
terms of logical categories. Again, it cannot be described either 
as dijferent from Brahman or as non~different from It, and 
in this respect also it is logically inexplicable. As it has not 
the same order of reality with Brahman and cannot be 
regarded as a different entity, the non-duality of Brahman 
remains unaffected. As it is not really produced from 
Brahman, Brahman remains eternally changeless and 
self-luminous. 



CHAPTER VI 


The necessity for the recognition of Cosmic 
Ignorance. 

It has been found that the conception of Illusory 
Causation is the only logically admissible view with regard 
to the nature of the causal relation between the Absolute 
Reality — Brahman — and the phenomenal world of our 
objective experience. Now let us further analyse the nature 
of this causal relation and find out its implications. 

In every case of illusory experience the following 
factors are present, viz. (1) there is a substratum, the 
nature of which undergoes no real change or modification, 
(2) the true nature of this substratum is veiled from the 
view of the observer, (3) in the place of the substratum 
there is the appearance of some object other than the 
substratum and possessing characteristics different from those 
of the substratum, (4) the apparent object has no 
existence apart from and independent of the existence of the 
substratum, and it is experienced at the place where the 
substratum resides and during the time the substratum is 
present there, (5) the object appearing in illusion is 
identified with the substratum and the two are not 
distinguishable during its continuity, (6) when the true 
nature of the substratum is unveiled and is experienced as 
•it really is, the object as it was illusorily perceived 
disappears or is known to be really non-existent and to have 
never been actually produced as a real effect, (7) illusory 
experience is distinguishable from valid experience by this 
fact that the former is contradicted and proved to be false 
by the latter, while the latter is not so contradicted and 
proved to be false, (8) there may be some elements or 
features in respect of which the illusory object participates 
in the real nature of the substratum, while other elements 
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or features are superimposed upon it, and when the illusion 
disappears and the true nature of the substratum is known,, 
the former elements or features are found abiding the 
substratum and the latter vanish as false. 

From the above analysis of the nature of illusory 
causation it is evident that there must be some cause for the 
veiling of the true character of the substratum and its 
appearance as something other than what it is, and that this 
cause must be such as is destroyed by the valid knowledge 
of the substratum. The true knowledge of the substratum 
and the veiling of its nature cannot exist at the same time. 
So long as the veiling and illusory appearance continue, the 
knowledge is absent, and when the knowledge is present, 
the veiling and illusory appearance vanish. What can be 
the cause of such veiling and illusicm ? Being contrary to 
and destructible by knowledge, this cause can appropriately 
be called Ignorance. This Ignorance is not certainly the 
mere of knowledge, because from mere absence or 

negation of an entity, nothing positive can be produced. 
Being the producer of the positive illusory appearance the 
Ignorance must be positive, but being the 
opposite of knowledge, it is given the name of Ignorance. 
Thus the presence of a positive Ignorance associated with 
the substratum must be recognised to account for the illusory 
appearance of false entities on the substratum. It is 
this Ignorance which modifies itself into the illusory 
appearance, on the substratum, of entities other than what 
it is. This Ignorance cannot have any existence apart froKb 
or independent of the existence of the substratum and 
cannot therefore be regarded as real or existent in the sense 
in which the substratum is real or existent. It cannot be 
regarded as any real power or attribute or aspect or part of 
the substratum, because in that case the valid knowledge of 
the substratum would involve the knowledge of this 
ignorance also as pertaining to the substratum and could not 
. destroy it. It is self-evident that true knowledge does not 
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destroy what is real; it always destroys what is false. Oa 
the other hand, since it creates over the substratum a 
positive veil which the substratum by itself would not create 
and manifests on the substratum the positive perceptible 
apparent objects which the substratum by itself would not 
manifest, this Ignorance cannot be said to be absolutely 
unreal or non-existent in the sense in which a mere negation 
of a thing is unreal or non-existent. Hence the Ignorance,, 
which is associated with the substratum and becomes 
modified into the illusion, is found to be neither real nor 
unreal, neither existent nor non-existent, and is therefore to 
be regarded as indefinable or inexplicable Thus 

the conclusion is that the substratum being apparently 
conditioned and particularised by—and not really changed or 
modified by—the neither-real-nor-unreal|inexplicable power 
of Ignorance becomes the material cause of the illusory 
objects appearing on it. 

From our previous discussion we have been led to the 
conclusion that Brahman — the absolute self-luminous 
Existence — is the sole substratum of the universe, and the 
universe is of the nature of illusory appearance on It. As 
in the cases of particular illusions, this beginningless cosmic 
Illusion also must necessarily imply an inexplicable 
Cosmic Ignorance, which having veiled the true changeless 
differenceless self-luminous character of Brahman and having 
apparently conditioned and particularised It, makes It appear 
as the ever-changing plurality of conscious and unconscious 
finite beings constituting the universe. Brahman aa 
apparently conditioned by this Cosmic Ignorance is thus the 
material cause of the universe. 

From the above interpretation of the nature of 
Ignorance and its relation to the substratum of Illusion, it 
must be obvious that the recognition of the Cosmic Ignorance 
along with Brahman does not amount to the admission of 
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two material causes of the universe. Since this Cosmic 
Ignorance with its product,— the illusory world,— is 
contradicted and proved to be not really existent by the 
true knowledge of the substratum. Brahman, and since this 
Ignorance cannot be conceived as having any existence 
apart from the existence of Brahman, it cannot be regarded 
as a real entity either by the side of Brahman or even 
pertaining to the nature of Brahman. If Ignorance had any 
reality outside Brahman, no relation could ever be 
established between two such essentially distinct entities 
having no community of nature between them, and 
Ignorance could not then veil the nature of Brahman and 
make It appear as the illusory world. If the relation be 
regarded as possible, then the Ignorance, instead of vanishing 
away at the appearance of the true knowledge of Brahman, 
would be revealed more vividly in its true relation to 
Brahman ; in that case Brahman and Ignorance must both be 
objects of the same knowledge, in order that their relation 
may be known, and must therefore presuppose a superior 
self-luminous Consciousness. Thus Brahman cannot be 
regarded as the self-luminous Existence and at the same 
time having a relation with a real second entity, viz. 
Ignorance. Nor can this Cosmic Ignorance be conceived 
as a real attribute or aspect or part or power within the 
nature of Brahman, for in that case also it would not be 
■contradicted by true knowledge of Brahman. If it be 
urged that this contradiction itself is an unwarranted 
assumption, then the doctrine of Illusory Causation itself 
would have to be abandoned and Brahman would have to 
be regarded as really creating the world by the effort of 
His thought and will or as really modifying Himself into the 
world of diversities. But all possible forms of real causation 
have already been examined and found to be beset with 
insurmountable logical difficulties. The doctrine of Illusory 
Causation has been resorted to as the only logical 
explanation of the appearance of the world consistent with 
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the conception of the non-dual self-luminous changeless 
Existence established on the strength of the epistemological 
and ontological study of our experience. This Illusory 
Causation leads to thewconception of Ignorance, which must 
be contradictory to true knowledge, though not the mere 
absence of knowledge. This Ignorance, therefore, cannot be 
a real entity or a real power or attribute or aspect or part 
of the Substratum Brahman. Hence the non-duality and 
changelessness of Brahman is in no way disturbed by the 
Cosmic Ignorance, and the recognition of this Ignorance 
does not amount to the admission of a second cause. 

But still as this Cosmic Ignorance must be regarded as 
a positive entity, and not the mere absence of true 
knowledge, it is not wholly unreal or non-existent. 
Therefore it is to be conceived as a principle incapable 
of being defined either as real and existent or as unreal 
and non-existent, either as different from Brahman or 
as non-different from Brahman, and hence it is an 
inexplicable cause of this inexplicable illusory world. 

A question may be raised as to whether this inexplicable 
Cosmic Ignorance is to be regarded as the material cause of 
the world along with the substratum. Brahman, or as its 
efficient cause. The latter alternative is logically untenable. 
The fundamental difference between an efficient cause and a 
material cause lies in this, that the continued existence of 
the effect demands the necessity of the continued existence 
of the material cause, but not that of the efficient cause. 
The efficient cause, having moved and regulated the 
material cause and having either modified it into the effect 
or created the effect out of it or made it appear in the form 
of the effect, may disappear from the field or cease 
to be directly related to the effect; but the effect continues ; 
it does not disappear with the disappearance of the efficient 
cause; it is not destroyed with the destruction of the efficient 
cause ; it does not cease to exist with the cessation of the 
operation of the efficient cause. Moreover, the effect does 
13 
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not participate in the nature of the efficient cause ; by the^ 
analysis of the nature of the effect we cannot discover the 
nature of the efficient cause therein. But this is not the 
case with the material cause. The jjiaterial cause cannot 
disappear or cease to exist without at the same time leading 
to the disappearance or the cessation of the existence of the 
effect. By analysis of the nature of the effect, the presence 
of the material cause is found in it. By the analysis of the 
nature of the pot and the cloth we always find the presence 
of the earth and the thread respectively, but not the presence 
of the potter and the weaver in them. The pot and the 
cloth cannot continue to exist without the continuity of the 
existence of the earth and the thread, but they do not 
require the continuity of the existence of the potter and the 
weaver for the continuity of their existence. The material 
cause is immanent in and pervades the effect; but the 
efficient cause, unless it is also the material cause, does not 
pervade the effect and is only outwardly related to it. 

Now, if we apply this test to the Cosmic Ignorance, we 
are bound to regard it as the material cause, and not as the 
efficient cause, of the illusory world. The illusion continues 
only so long as the Ignorance continues. As soon as the 
Ignorance disappears and ceases to veil the nature of the 
substratum, the illusion also disappears,—all the illusory 
objects that appear on the substratum automatically vanish. 
The Ignorance is immanent in and pervades the entire 
nature of the illusion. Illusion would not be illusion at all 
unless it was a manifestation of Ignorance with regard to the 
nature of the Substratum. Hence the particular illusory 
objects appearing on the substratum must be regarded as 
the particular forms of the manifestation of Ignorance. The 
Ignorance veiling the nature of the substratum is to be 
conceived as being modified into the illusory appearances on 
that substratum. Accordingly, the inexplicable Cosmic 
Ignorance inexplicably related to and veiling the nature of 
non-dual Brahman must be conceived as the modifying. 
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material cause of the illusory appearance of the diversified 
universe upon that absolute substratum. Thus Brahman is 
the unmodified material cause and Ignorance is the modified 
material cause, of the universe. But Ignorance being 
neither real nor unreal, neither different nor non-different 
from Brahman, there are not really two material causes of 
the universe. Since the Cosmic Ignorance appears to exist 
through its identification with Brahman, there is only one 
real material cause, namely the substratum. Brahman, and 
the other is an apparent inexplicable material cause which 
accounts for the inexplicable nature of the effect. 

As Brahman is the sole self-luminous Existence and the 
inexplicable Cosmic Ignorance is eternally related to It, the 
illusory world also is eternally superimposed ( ) upon 

It. The Ignorance and its product, viz. the world, are 
sustained and illumined by the self-existent self-luminous 
non-dual Brahman. There is no necessity for any separate 
efficient cause in this case, because such necessity arises 
only when the material cause is unconscious and inert. In 
the case of a self-luminous material cause, there is no 
distinction between the efficient and material cause. Thus 
Brahman with the inexplicable Ignorance eternally 
associated with It, eternally illumined and revealed by It and 
eternally veiling Its true non-dual differenceless changeless 
character, is eternally the material as well as the efficient 
cause of this illusory universe ( )• 

One pertinent objection may be raised here. In our 
ordinary experience the illusions take place with reference 
to finite imperfect individual observers. There are three 
necessary conditions found to be involved in the illusion 
viz. the substratum, the finite observer, the ignorance or 
non-apprehension of the true nature of the substratum. To 
these three may be added a fourth condition also, 
constituted of distance, insufficient light, defective powers of 
observation, etc. In the case of what is called the Cosmic 
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Illusion, there are no finite imperfect observers existing 
previously to the production of the world, that can be 
ignorant about the nature of Brahman and perceive 
Brahman as the illusory world. Brahman Itself cannot of 
course be subject to the Ignorance about Its own nature. 
How then can such an illusion arise ? How can the world 
be regarded as the illusory product of Brahman through 
Ignorance ? If the world appears on or is evolved from 
Brahman irrespective of malobservation by any finite 
observer, then the world must be regarded as a real effect 
produced by the cause, and not an illusory appearance. 

Now, according to the view we are expounding this 
objection has not much force. From our previous analysis 
of the nature of illusory perception, we have found that an 
illusory object is as good an object of perception as any 
other object of valid perception, (the essential difference 
being that the former is contradicted, and the latter is not). 
The observer only perceives the illusory object as it appears 
on the real substratum ; he plays no part in the production 
or appearance of the illusory object. It must be admitted 
that, without a percipient subject, the illusory object cannot 
be known. But that is also the case with colour, taste, 
sound, etc., which cannot be known to exist and cannot 
even be thought of apart from relation to the senses of 
sight, taste, hearing, etc. of the percipient subjects. But 
we cannot on that account assert that colour, taste, sound/ 
etc. do not exist as extramental entities or properties of 
extramental things, that they have no objective reality, that 
they are the products of the senses. Just in the same way 
the illusions may not be known to appear and may not even 
be conceived by us apart from the experiences of percepient 
subjects; but that does not mean that they are the products 
of such experiences of the subjects or of their imperfect 
knowledge or imperfect power of observations or of their 
imagination or mental modification. The illusory objects 
•are, as previously shown, not subjective appearances, but 
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objective entities perceived by the observers. The Ignorance 
also, it has been proved, does not mean the absence of the 
knowledge of any particular individuals, nor the product of 
the mind of any individuals ; but it is a positive inexplicable 
entity pertaining to the substratum, and illumined by the 
same changeless consciousness, by which the mental 
modifications of the observers also are illumined. Thus the 
observers form no parts of the cause or the ground of the 
production or appearance of the illusory effects, which are 
wholly due to the substratum veiled by Ignorance and 
manifested as other than what it is. This being the case 
there can be no valid objection against holding that the 
world is illusorily produced by Brahman through the veiling 
of Its nature by Cosmic Ignorance. The finite knowing 
beings, having no causal potency in the production of this 
Cosmic Illusion or manifestation of the Cosmic Ignorance, 
cannot be regarded as a necessary presupposition of the 
appearance of this illusory world. The finite conscious 
beings are themselves also products of this illusion. They 
also are illusory manifestations of Brahman through the 
Ignorance. Since they are characterised by the capacity for 
knowledge, endowed with different grades of knowledge, 
and liable to commit errors and entitled to attain truth, it is 
they who perceive the illusory world, who are the percipient 
subjects experiencing these illusory objects that comprise 
themselves, their likes and their opposites. The experiencing 
minds being present, the experience of illusion is present, 
but these minds are not the producers of the illusion. As 
the Substratum Brahman is eternal and infinite beyond time 
and space, so the Cosmic Ignorance also veiling and 
diversifying the nature of Brahman is without beginning and 
is not the effect of any other cause, though it is destructible 
by the knowledge of the true nature of Brahman. 
Consequently the illusory world consisting of innumerable 
subjects and objects, conscious and unconscious beings, 
being the effect of the beginningless cause, is beginningless 
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in time. The conscious subjects being thus always present, 
the experience of the illusory world by the conscious 
subjects also has been going on from time without 
beginning. Those conscious subjects who can, by means 
of proper spiritual self-discipline and metaphysical reflection, 
transcend their ego, remove the veil of Ignorance and 
perceive their identity with the self-luminous consciousness, 
realise that this Consciousness is the eternally changeless 
non-dual Existence, that It never produces or modifies 
Itself into any real effects, that the world of effects is 
illusory. 

With regard to distance, insufficient light etc., these are 
not necessary conditions for the production of illusion, but 
only auxiliary conditions for the experience of illusion in 
particular cases, where in the absence of these conditions 
the observer is expected to perceive the true nature of the 
substratum. But these conditions are of no importance in 
cases of natural illusion. Since the very subject-object- 
relation between the ego and the world is illusory, since the 
ego and the mind'and the senses, themselves the product of 
illusion—are naturally so constituted as never to make the 
non-dual Consciousness the direct object of their perception 
and always to look upon It through the veil of Ignorance, 
the question of those conditions does not arise at all. So 
long as the illusory ego continues, the experience of the 
illusory world must continue ;—the ego lives and moves and 
has its being in the illusory world. When the ego-hood is 
merged, one non-dual self-luminous contentless changeless 
Consciousness alone shines and the world of effects is found 
never to have any real existence at all. 



CHAPTER VIL 


The Conception of God, 

The foregoing discussions have led us to the following 
conclusions : (1) One difFerenceless changeless Existence 

is the ultimate Reality experienced as immanent in all 
the actual and possible objects of experience, including the 
egos of the experiencers themselves, and that all objects, 
including all the conscious and unconscious beings of the 
world, are experienced as existent only through their 
identification with that non-dual Existence and they are 
only particularised and conditioned forms of the 
manifestations of this Existence. The diversities of 
conscious and unconscious beings, constituting the universe, 
have therefore no independent self-existence ; they are all 
substantially identical with the one non-dual Existence, and 
the differences among them are consequently only apparent, 
and incapable of being defined either as real in the sense of 
being absolutely existent or as unreal in the sense of being 
absolutely non-existent. (2) One changeless differenceless 
impersonal self-luminous Consciousness is the ultimate 
witness or knower or subject illumining and manifesting all 
knowledge and experience, all ignorance and illusion, all 
mental modifications of all individual conscious beings, and 
all actual and possible objects of knowledge, thought, 
emotion and desire of all individuals. (3) The Existence 
and the Consciousness are not two ultimate Realities related 
to each other, but one Absolute unrelated Reality. This 
Absolute Self-luminous Reality is absolutely non-dual, having 
no difference within Itself and no entity of like or unlike 
Tiature outside Itself. It is cause-effect-less subject-object- 
less, relationless, actionless, changeless, differenceless, 
7 powerless, attributeless, self-luminous non-dual Reality, and. 
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there can not possibly exist any other real entity either 
within or outside It, either as Its cause or as Its effect, 
either as Its knower or as Its object of knowledge, either as 
Its part or as Its attribute. This Absolute Non-dual Reality 
is Brahman. (4 ) This Brahman is the Substance of the 
universe as well as the Revealer of the universe, and It must 
also be the sole Ground of the production of the diversities 
of the universe. (5) The nature of the existence of the 
diversified world as the effect of Brahman, the nature of its 
relation to Brahman and the nature of the causation have to 
be so conceived as neither to contradict our universal 
experience of the world as a system of objectively real 
phenomena nor to contradict the non-dual changeless 
relationless self-luminous character of Brahman, the 
Absolute Reality. This necessitates the acceptance of the 
theory of Illusory Causation, according to which the world 
is the illusory effect of Brahman. Being an illusory entity, 
the world is neither real nor unreal, neither different nor 
non-different from Brahman; it has only apparent existence; 
essentially it is nothing but Brahman, but it appears as other 
than Brahman; the cause is nothing but the unchanged 
substratum and the effect is its manifestation in an 
apparently different form. The appearance has no existence 
other than the existence of the Substratum, and it does not 
imply any change or difference in the substratum or the 
presence of another real substance by its side. (6) The 
illusory causation implies the presence of the Cosmic 
Ignorance, veiling the essential nature of Brahman and 
making It appear as the illusory diversities of finite 
conscious and unconscious beings. This Ignorance is an 
inexplicable positive principle, being neither real like 
Brahman nor unreal like the hare’s horn, neither existentially 
different from Brahman nor absolutely identical with It in 
character. Hence the presence of the Ignorance with- 
Brahman does not imply any duality of the ultimate Reality 
ilor ariy change or modification or relativity in the realr 
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character of Brahman. But it apparently conditions and 
particularises the nature of Brahman and creates the illusory 
world of diversities upon Brahman, which eternally remains 
as changeless self-luminqus non-dual Substratum. It is 
through identification with Brahman—the sole Existence— 
that the illusory phenomena of the world are experienced as 
real or existent, and it is by the luminosity of Brahman— 
the sole self-luminous Consciousness—that they are illumined 
and manifested. (7) Brahman as apparently conditioned 
by the inexplicable Ignorance is thus the absolute material 
cause of the universe. Brahman being self-luminous and 
Ignorance being illumined by Brahman'and the effects being 
of an illusory character, no other efficient cause is necessary 
for the production of such effects from such a material 
cause. Hence Brahman as apparently conditioned by 
Ignorance may be conceived as the sole cause—material as 
well as efficient—of the universe. This causality, though 
not really affecting the changeless non-dual character of 
Brahman, furnishes the rational explanation for the objective 
world as it is experienced. 

Now, the inexplicable Cosmic Ignorance, apparently 
conditioning the attributeless changeless differenceless self- 
luminous non-dual Brahman and making It the sole material 
and efficient cause of the universe, eternally endows 
Brahman with an apparent relative character. In this relative 
character Brahman as conditioned by Ignorance is to be 
conceived as really related to the world of effects. Being 
the sole material and efficient cause of the entire world of 
effects, this conditioned Brahman must be conceived as 
self-determining and omnipotent. Since the entire universe 
of particular conscious and unconscious beings and their 
relations and activities is illumined by and revealed to 
Brahman, Brahman must be conceived as partly self-conscious 
and omniscient. Thus Brahman in this relative character 
is legitimately conceived as the perfectly self-conscious 
14 



106 


:and self-determining, omnipotent and omniscient, infinite 
and eternal Being. This is the conception of Personal 
God. The entire world owes its existence to Him, it 
is sustained and regulated by Him; it is from Him, by Him, 
to Him and in Him that the world exists; in this sense He is 
appropriately described as the Creator, Preserver, Regulator, 
Knower and Enjoyer of the universe and is the immanent 
Self of the universe. But as His existence and luminosity 
is not exhausted in the manifested universe and as He 
eternally exists in His all-transcending all-unifying all- 
regulating all-knowing and all-enjoying perfect unity in the 
midst of the beginningless and endless diversities of His 
creation or self-expression, He has an eternal transcendent 
character as well. He is within all and above all. The 
particular conscious beings (Jivas ) are born of Him and 
are wholly subordinate to Him. He is the sole determiner 
of their destinies. 

From this relative point of view, God or conditioned 
Brahman may be conceived as modifying Himself into the 
world of conscious and unconscious beings without losing 
His identity, because the modifications of Ignorance are 
attributed to Brahman with whom it is identified, and the 
particular names and forms that constitute the specific 
characters and the individualities of these beings are nothing 
but the modifications of Ignorance. 

Again, this Cosmic Ignorance, which veils the real 
character of Brahman and manifests It illusorily as a 
plurality of changing objects, may be relatively regarded as 
the eternal self-concealing self-diversifying creative Power 
of God, and God as the Person possessing this Power. God 
by virtue of this unique Power, conceals His transcendent 
self-luminous diflferenceless 'character and eternally 
manifests Himself as the countless diversities of conscious 
.and unconscious finite beings. Thus in His transcendent 
--aspect He is eternally one without a second, self-luminous 
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and changeless, above time and space, but in His manifested 
aspect He is eternally modifying Himself into, creating and 
illumining the plurality in time and space. 

The relation between Brahman (the Substance ) and 
this Cosmic Ignorance (the Power ) may be thought of as 
one of difference in one aspect and as one of non-difference 
in another aspect. As the Power exists in, by and for God 
and has no existence apart from His existence, it is to be 
conceived as non-different from Him, and on that account 
the modification of the Power is legitimately regarded as the 
modification of God Himself. But as the Power belongs to 
the Person, whereas the Person cannot be regarded as 
belonging to the Power, as the diverse modifications of the 
Power can be known to be related to one another and to 
belong to the same Person on account of the essential 
changeless unity of the Personality, and as in case of the 
absolute identity of the Power and the Person there would 
be no notion of Power at all, the Cosmic Power 
must be conceived as different from, though not 
independent of God or Brahman. In this sense, it 
is to be said that the Power of Brahman is eternally 
modifying itself into the world of diversities, while Brahman 
as the owner, mover and transcendent illuminer of the 
Power and its modifications remains eternally unchanged 
in His non-dual self-luminous character. From this point 
of view it may also be said that Brahman or God is the 
efficient cause of the world, and His Power or Energy is the 
material cause; God with Power is the total cause—the 
efficient as well as material cause—of the universe. 

Thus it is shown that the conception of one omnipotent 
and omniscient, self-conscious and self-modifying Personal 
God—or Brahman endowed with the Cosmie Power and 
glorious attributes—creating, sustaining and regulating the 
world, is not fundamentally inconsistent with the theory 
"we are representing here and is not wholly rejected by the 
•exponents of this theory. 
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But from the philosophical point of view, it has been 
demonstrated by the exponents of this theory that this 
conception of God is the conception of a Being with & 
concrete and composite character and cannot be accepted 
as the true conception of the Absolute Reality, that the 
relation between the different aspects of His nature cannot 
be logically determined and established, that the notions of 
Substance and Attributes, Personality and Power, Identity 
and Modifications, Transcendence and Immanence, 
Difference and Non-difference, etc. which are involved in this 
conception cannot be consistently substantiated as equally 
real in accordance with the logical principles. When the 
ultimate logical conclusion is sought for, this conception of 
God resolves itself into the conception of one attributeless 
changeless differenceless self-luminous non-dual Existence 
as the Absolute Reality and the conception of one neither- 
real-nor-unreal inexplicable Cosmic Ignorance neither 
different nor non-different from It, veiling Its true character^ 
and illusorily manifesting an apparent plurality of objects 
upon this Existence as the Substratum. As the conception 
of God is made up of the conception of the non-dual 
self-luminous Existence conditioned by that of the 
inexplicable Ignorance, God cannot be regarded as the 
Absolute Reality. Brahman being conceived as God in 
relation to and as conditioned by Ignorance, the reality of 
God cannot be of a superior order to that of the Cosmic 
Ignorance which apparently conditions Brahman and the 
objective world which is its effect. As the Cosmic Ignorance 
and the world have only an apparent reality, the Personal 
God, i. e. Brahman conceived in relation to the Ignorance 
and the world, must also have only an apparent Reality. As 
Brahman cannot be regarded as the Personal God except by 
fefetence to the world, the Personality of Brahman, i. e. 
His Godhood, must be regarded as of illusory character like 
the world. So long and so far as the world is accepted a» 
real, its self-modifying material and efficient cause, it® 
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omnipotent and omniscient creator and sustainer and ruler, 
i. e. the Godhood of Brahman, must of course be conceived 
as equally real. But when the true character of Brahman 
as the non-dual differenceless self-luminous Existence 
reveals itself and the world is known to be the illusory 
product of inexplicable Ignorance on this changeless 
substratum, the Godhood, which is attributed to Brahman 
through His relation to this world, must also be regarded 
as illusory, and Brahman as the non-dual changeless 
Existence untouched by any relation or condition must 
alone be conceived as real. 



APPENDIX A. 


The Theory of Causation. 

Let U8 discuss the relation between cause and effect and 
clearly indicate how it leads to the conclusion of Mayavada. 
Let us refute the doctrine that the effect is different as well as 
non-different from its cause. We point out the defect of the 
theory with the help of an illustration namely the pot is the 
effect of the earth. Here the earthen thing with a peculiar shape 
is the meaning of the word ‘pot’, and not mere earth as devoid 
of this peculiar shape. The knowledge of mere earth does not 
amount to the knowledge of the pot, nor the word pot is applied 
to it. Now, if the pot is non-different from earth, then when 
before the production of the pot, we experience mere earth, we 
should experience the peculiar form of the pot. Moreover, if 
the pot is non-different from the earth, then earth would not be 
the cause of the pot as it does not become the cause of itself. 

Opponent .—Because there is difference between the cause 
and the effect, we do not experience the pot before its production 
and because of that difference, earth becomes the cause of the pot. 

Refutation —you mean to say that the cause and the 
effect are non-different inspite of their differences. So, after the 
production of the pot, though there is a difference between pot 
and earth, yet that difference is not contradictory to the 
existence of their non-difference. Thus, even before the 
production of the pot; that difference will not contradict 
the existence of their non-difference. And the effect being non- 
different from its cause, the objection urged at the outset of the 
discussion holds good. That is, before the production of the pot, 
there will be knowledge of the pot and there will be no cause- 
effect-relation between the pot and earth. If difference of earth 
and pot is, as you say, the cause of the non-apprehension of non¬ 
difference of earth with the pot, then why should not even after 
the production of the pot, be the non-apprehension of the non- 
difference. Moreover, if difference of the pot from earth is the 
determinant of the production of the pot from earth, then when^ 
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even after the production of the pot, that difference is there, so^' 
the pot should have been produced again after its production. 
In other words, if difference is the cause of non-perception of the 
pot in earth and is also cause of the production of the pot from 
earth, then even after the production of the pot, on the one hand' 
the pot would not be perceived and on the other the same pot 
would come into being. But this is not experienced. So- 
difference is not the cause of non-perception of non-difference 
nor is it a cause of the pot being the effect of earth. 

Opponent —Though there is non-difference of pot before the 
production in earth, still because there is non-existence of the 
pot before its production we do not perceive it. 

Refutation —This cannot be. As there is non-difference of 
the pot in the earth and as there is non-difference of the earth 
in the pot, so earth being there, the pot must be there. So how 
can there be the non-existence of the pot. 

Opponent —Your objection is not valid, because the pot, in 
the form of the pot, is not non-different with earth. 

Refutation —If, as you say, the pot is not non-different from 
the earth in the shape of the pot, then the talk on non-difference 
of the pot with earth is meaningless and if there is no 
non-difference of the pot with earth, then the theory of the 
non-difference of the effect with cause, inspite of their differences, 
will not hold good. 

Opponent —Verily there is non-difference of the pot in earth 
i. e. the pot has non-difference with the earth in the form of 
earth. 

Refutation —The alleged pot too is earth and that earth 
exists even before the production of the pot. If pot be the 
substratum of the non-difference of earth, the existence of the 
pot must be at the time when there is mere earth. So the same 
objection retains its full strength in this case also. In ocher 
words, you cannot explain the non-perception etc. alluded to 
before. 

Opponent —In order to explain non-perception of the effect 
before its production, we should hold that the effect was then 
non-existent. 
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( Answer —In that case, your theory will not be distinct from 

the doctrine of absolute difference of the cause and the effect^ 

By above considerations, it is demonstrated that by the 
theory just discussed, the felt co-existence ( ) of the 

cause and the effect cannot be explained. 

Now, let us discuss the nature of the relation between the 
cause and the effect in the light of our view and throw lighjb 
upon their co-existence. 

Qwes/ton—Then, what, according to you, is the relation 
between the cause and the effect. 

Answer-^lt is the relation of identity ( ). As in the 

case of the experience “this pot”, the pot is experienced as 
identical with “this”, so in the experience “the earthen pot”, the 
pot is experienced as identical with earth. An entity which is noa- 
different from another in its existential aspect, and yet in whom 
there is the difference from the latter, is said to be identically 
related with the latter. Though in an attribute, there is the 
difference from its substratum, still in so far as its existence is 
concerned, the attribute is non-different from its substratum. 
Similarly, though in so far as its existence is concerned, the 
effect is non-different from its cause, still in the effect, there is 
the difference from the cause. 

Objection —can there be the sameness of existence, 
when the effect is the locus of difference from the cause ? 

^ The effect cannot be said to be absolutely different from its 
material cause, because they are never experienced as existing 
separately. In case of such difference there could not be an 
inseparable co-existence between the cause and the effect. There 
is no perception of the cloth remaining in these threads, as there is 
the perception of the vessel as the support of the fruit, supported in 
it. If it were thus experienced, then the difference of the cloth from 
threads would become perceived like the difference of the fruit from 
the vessel. If it is said that owing to Inherence^ there is no perception 
of difference, then the Inhercjice and the absence of perception of 
difference would become interdependent. Thus it is proved that there 
4s no such relation as the relation of Inherence through which two 
terms which are absolutely distinct will appear united as inseparafela. 
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Answer —The difference between the cause and the effect 
cannot be ignored. As the pot and the potter-stick are different^ 
so the pot and its material cause-earth are different. If this 
difference of the effect from the cause is ignored, then there 
will be faults pointed out in connection with the refutation of 
the doctrine of their non-difference. But inspite of their 
difference, the effect has no existence independent of the cause. 
Hence, the relation of identity is constituted by a difference 
which does not differentiate the existence of the entities which 
are different ^ 

Objection —If such be the case, then how can there be the 
perception of non-difference. 

Answer —The perception of non-difference of the effect from 
the cause is due to their difference which does not distinguish 
their existence. If difference becomes the distinguishing mark 
of existence of entities differentiated, then the perception o^ 
their non-difference is not possible, but if difference does not 
distinguish existence, then the perception of non-difference of 
entities differentiated is possible. 

To explain, there are two kinds of difference (1) the difference 
that distinguishes the existence of the entities differentiated, as 
is the difference between the pot and the potter-stick and (2) the 
difference that does not distinguish the existence of entities 
distinguished, as is the difference of the pot and earth. The first 
is existent and the second is not existent. In other words, the 
difference between substratum and its counterentity, which are 
independent (separable) entities, becomes the distinguishing 
mark of their existence, but the difference between a substratum 
and an entity depending on it is a difference that does not 
distinguish their existence. Because the potter-stick is 
experienced independently of the pot, therefore their difference 
distinguishes their existence, but because the pot is never 
experienced independently of earth, therefore their difference 
does not distinguish their existence. 

The experience of the effect as depending on the experience^ 
of its material cause cannot be explained but by the recognition 
15 
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of the fact that inspite of their differences, the existence of the 
effect is constituted by the existence of its material cause. For 
^example, such perception as “the golden ornament” and “the 
earthen pot” can only be explained if it is maintained that 
inspite of the difference of the ornament and gold, and that of 
the pot and earth, the existence of the ornament and the pot are 
constituted respectively by the existence of gold and earth. 
Such perceptions do not refer to the alleged genus of earth that 
oresides in the pot and other individuals, because there is no 
proof about the existence of a pervading genus distinct from 
the material cause. The perception bears testimony to the 
identity of the attribute with its substratum and of the 
individual with the alleged genus. It cannot be asserted that 
because of the Inherence of the alleged genus in individuals 
there is the said perception of identity, since Inherence is an 
unproved thesis. Even granting its existence the perception 
of non-difference is impossible because of the absolute difference 
of Inherence from the terms it relates. 

The difference of the effect from its material cause is 
<ii8tinct from mutual negation because it is perceived as having 
no reference to the meaning of the word ‘no*. The pot is never 
the locus of the negation of earth and hence there is never the 
predication—the pot is not earth, but there is the predication 
that the pot is not the stick. This fact throws a new light on 
the nature of the difference of the effect from its material cause. 
The difference of the pot from the stick, being the separator of 
their existence, can be said to be existent-difference. In fact 
wherever there is existent difference, there should be difference 
of existence too. But from this it does not follow that the 
difference of the effect from its material cause, being not the 
separator of their existence, is non-exietent. It has been shown 
before that the effect cannot be said to be non-diffe^ent from its 
cause. If the difference between the effect and the cause were 
non-existent, then they would have been non-different. Thus, 
the difference of the effect from its material cause, being neither 
existent nor non-existent must be inexplicable. It has already 
been shown that the relation of the effect with its cause cannot 
be said to be one of absolute difference, non-difference or that 
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oi difference as well as non-difference. Hence, the difference 
of the effect from its cause must be inexplicable. * 

♦ The theory of non-existent-effect is not tenable. Nothing what 
is non-existent i. e, without distinction is produced. The non-existent 
cannot have the distinction namely the attribute of being the 
counter-entity of prior negation. If it is non-existent^ then it will 
never be related to the past, present and future times, hence the 
production of the nature of ^relation to the first moment’ cannot happen. 
If the effect is existent before its own production^ the operation ef 
cause will be to no purpose and non-apprehension of it is not proper. 
Hence the effect must be inexplicable. 

Objection—.If there is prior existence of the inexplicable effect, 
then it will contradict its non-perception and the operation of the 
agent will be futile. The view of the prior non-existence of the 
inexplicable effect is not also sound. If the production of the non¬ 
existent is accepted, its relation with its cause will be impossible. 

Answer—Existence is that which is not negated in the past, the 
present and the future and there is no proof about the separate genus 
of existence. And non-existence is void like hare’s horn which can¬ 
not be perceived as existent in any substratum. Now, if the existence 
of the effect is recognised, then it will be not negated in all times 
therefore before its production also there will be its experience and 
the operation of the agent would be useless. Moreover, there will be 
the impossibility of its destruction, because the destruction of such 
existence is not experienced. And, if it is non-existent, then being 
void, there can be no question about its production. Hence the effect 
must be distinct from the existent and the non-existent. Owing to 
the faults of the two views, the effect cannot be accepted as both 
existent and non-existent. 

Opponent—( Jaina ) It is to be recognised that in the material 
cause, the effect is existent in some form and also non-existent in 
some other form. If the pot were wholly existent before its produc¬ 
tion, then the activity for its production etc. would be to no purpose. 
And if it were wholly non-existent before its production, then it 
could not come to existence evein through the operation of the cause. 
Hence, for the purpose of making the operation of the cause fruitful, 
the effect should be taken as somewhat existent and somewhat non¬ 
existent before its production. 
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The difference of the effect from its cause being inexplicable^ 
there is no contradiction in their existence being the same^ 
inspite of their difference. Where there is difference that is^ 
existent, there alone the existence of the differentiated entities 
cannot be one and hence there would be contradiction in the 
recognition of the identity of existence inspite of difference. In 
other words, inexplicable difference is quite compatible with the 

Answer—Though there is the experience of existence and non¬ 
existence, as conditioned by the difference of time, space and modes, 
still it is not that what is non-existent in another place or at another 
time becomes non-existent in its own place or in its own time. This 
contradicts all perceptions. Moreover, the question arises : whether 
existence and non-existence reside at one time or at different times. 
The first is not possible because it is contradictory to have both at a 
time. In no case, through a correct apprehension, existence and 
non-existence are experienced at the same time. Because one takes 
hold of the mind by the suppression of the other, therefore the union 
of existence and non-existence of one thing cannot be known 
simultaneously. The second also is not logical. Because in that case 
the nature of existence and non-existence being due to temporal 
conditions will not characterise the essence of the thing. Moreover, 
even due to the influence of temporal differences, the existential 
nature of an object cannot really be changed. Besides, a thing 
sharing similar characteristics with others in respect of some of its 
properties cannot be reduced to those objects. 

Opponent’s logic is based on an unsound attempt of 

juxtapositing contradictories like existent and non-existent. 
If existence and non-existence are the attributes of a 
thing, then in the state of non-existence even, there will 
be presence of existence, because like non-existence, existence is 
taken as an attribute of the thing. The attribute cannot remain 
without some support. So at the time of non-existence even, the 
thing, its support, will remain. Besides, non-existence cannot be an 
attribute of things, because that which is an attribute must be 
existent. If existence and non-existence are both the attributes of 
the effect, then its non-existent nature would remove its existence and 
vice versa. Besides, being existent in nature, the effect will not be 
produced in character; so at no time, it will be an effect. Existence 
as well as non-existence cannot, at the same time, constitute the^ 
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identity of exietence. From this it follows that there is no 
-contradiction between inexplicable difference and the negation 
of difference of existence. So there is nothing contradictory if 
two inexplicably different entities be non-different in existence. 
In other words, because the effect and its difference are distinct 
from being existent, there is identity of the cause in the effect. 
If the effect and its difference were existent, then in the effect, 
the identity of the nature of non-different existence with the 
cause would not have remained. From the above, it is also 
clear that the experience of co-existence of the effect with its 
material cause is due to the inexplicability of their difference, 
had they been really different, there would not have been the 
experience of their co-existence. Real difference is opposed to 
co-existence but inexplicable difference is not.* 

essence of a thing. If so, then these two should always be perceived 
in things; but this is absurd, Now if existence and non-existence be 
neither the essence nor the attribute of the effect, but be something 
else, then the existence and non-existence of that something will have 
nothing to do with the existence and non-existence of the effect. Thus 
it is proved that the effect is inexplicable. 

The opponent maintains that existence and non-existence are 
both real and their identity is also real, and therefore taken as such, 
their theory will give rise to contradiction. If to evade this 
difficulty, it is held that these contradictory characters are apparent, 
then this involves an abandonment of the recognised view of the 
ichool and implies an acceptance of our theory—the theory of the 
Inexplicable. 

^ In order to explain co-existence of the material cause and its 
effect, as is corroborated by the experience the earthen pot we 
have to maintain that the effect is both different as well as non- 
different from its material cause. Though generally there is con¬ 
tradiction between difference and non-difference, still both difference 
and non-difference can abide together as is the case with 
conjunction whose existence and non-existence reside in one 
substratum through the difference of particularisations. Such 
a view should be accepted on the strength of experience. But though 
there is the experience of both silver and shell respectively, still by 
an examination of the strength and weakness of these two experiences, 
\we find that the existence of the contents of these experiences is not 
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Now let us discuss the nature of the root material cause of 
the world and show that the pervading existence is its material 
cause and there is, besides, another inexplicable principle which 
is also the material cause of inexplicable world. According to 
the view expounded here that cause is the material cause from 
which the effect is produced as non-different. Non-diflference of 
the effect from its material cause means that the effect has no 
separate existence apart from the existence of its material cause 
and thus its difference from the latter is inexplicable. Though 
there is of itself, its absence of existence as separate from the 
existence of its material cause, still because of its inexplicable 
difference from the cause, the cause-effect-relation is possible. 

Because existence pervades all things, so it must be their 
material cause. It cannot be asserted that the all-pervading 
genus of existence is designated by the word existence and not 
the material cause. The perception of existence as a pervading 
entity covers even the cases of all categories, positive and 
negative and consequently cannot safeguard the view that 
existence is a genus. If there can be a perception of a pervading 
entity, even in the absence of the pervading object, then 
perception will not establish the existence of its content. If 
even in the absence of a pervading entity, there be the perception 
of pervasion, then there will be no such category as the genus. 
Perceptions such as * the pot is existent ’ ‘ the cot is existent * 
establish the non-difference of existence with different objects. 

of the same order (when a shell is taken as silver, silver is apparent 
and shell is empirical). Similarly difference and non-difference also 
should be taken as of different essences. In the case of difference as 
well as non-difference, we fail to explain the relation of non-difference 
with difference without recognising difference as apparent or unreal. 
So it should be acknowledged that difference is apparent () 
and non-difference on which difference is based is empirical (oiHcff 
Logically considered, two contradictories, if their existences are of 
the same order ( ), cannot remain together. Hence one must 

be of less essence or existence than the other. And difference of less 
essence cannot be contradictory to non-difference of more essence. 
So such difference as well as non-difference should be accepted in tho 
case of the relation of the effect with its material cause. 
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But such perceptions cannot establish the Inherence of the^ 
genus of existence in different objects. As perception testifies 
to their non-difference, so the latter cannot be related through 
Inherence to the former, since entities which are different in 
nature can alone be so related. The experience of non-diflferenoo^ 
of existence with objects brings into light the absurdity of the 
view that existence is a separate attribute of things and proves 
that as earth is the material cause of the pot, which is never 
experienced as different from earth, so existence is the material 
cause of all things. Wnat is called genus is nothing but 
sameness and this sameness is the sameness of the material 
cause through the variety of its effects. The nature of earth is 
the generality of all earthen things because of its being the' 
same ; and separate from earth and its transformation the pot^ 
no valid cognition bears testimony to the existence of earthness 
or pothood, pervading individuals. So one’s own essence is its 
generality. Thus existence being the essence of all things is 
the reality of all. When that reality is predicated of all objects 
of experience, it is designated as ‘ existence,* but when it is 
taken as pervading individual objects and not objects in 
general, it is designated by such words as substantiality, 
earthness, pothood, clothness. Hence the all-pervading Reality 
of the nature of existence is the material cause of the world. In 
the experience of the co-existence of the pot with existence, the 
identity of the nature of the absence of difference from the 
substratum-existence becomes the object. 

Now, if mere existence would have been the material cause 
of the effect-world, then its effect and its difference from the 
effect would have been* existent and not inexplicable, but for the 
sake of the relation of identity between the cause and the effect^ 
this inexplicability is required. If the effect and its difference were 
real, then because this difference would differentiate tbe existence 
of the effect from the existence of its material cause, therefore 
effect’s identity of the nature of existence, non-different from its 
material cause would not have been possible. In order to give 
explanation of this inexplicability, some inexplicable material 
cause of the effect-world, besides existence, must be granted. 
This cannot be the efScient cause, because the efficient cause 
does not pervade its effect. {Adr^ta is merely an efficient and not 
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a material cause.) Without the material cause corresponding to 
the effect, the inexplicable production of the effect is impossible. 
If some inexplicable material cause of the effect and also of 
its difference from the material cause is recognised, then this 
inexplicability can only be possible and thereby the identity 
of cause with effect will be explained. So an inexplicable 
primordial material cause besides existence must be granted. 


APPENDIX B 

The theory of Error. 

There are different theories of Error. Some ( the 
Prabhakara-Mimaihsakas ) deny false knowledge by asserting 
that it consists of two separate knowledges of two different 
objects namely the perception of ‘thisness’ of the shell and 
remembrance of silver. Others ( Yogacara Buddhists ) deny 
false knowledge by regarding silver as non-distinct from 
intelligence. Others ( the Ramanujists ) refute false knowledge 
by admitting that there is real silver in the shell, and others 
{ the Jainas ) by calling it existent as well as non-existent. 
There are others who accept false knowledge. Of them, some 
( Nihilist Buddhists ) hold that error consists in the perception 
of non-existent silver in the shell. Others (theNaiyayikas) are of 
opinion that there is the perception of silver which remains in 
another place aud not where it is seen. According to this view, 
fhe false knowledge is one and qualified in character and its 
object is pre-experienced, distant and real. According to the 
Vedantic theory both knowledge and its object are false. The 
said silver is present before the eyes, is newly produced, lasts as 
long as knowledge of it lasts and is apparent or false. 

Now let us prove that the above-mentioned six theories are 
not sound by showing that the perception of silver ( ^ ), 
activity towards it () and its later cancellation or 
negation ( ^ ) do not lend support to those theories. 

The Prabhakara-view perception of ‘thisness’ 

of shell and remembrance of silver) is not tenable. The 
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'Xjualified cognition such as “ this is silver ” (and not 
independent such as ‘thianess’ and ‘silverness’) is the proof 
about the perceived character of silver. By the recognition of 
two knowledges the activity of the person desirous of having 
silver cannot be explained. By the cognition namely ‘this^ 
there cannot be activity (owing to unwarrantable stretch 
). And the cognition of silver cannot lead to activity 
towards shell without making shell its object, because the 
cognition of and desire for one object cannot prompt a person 
to direct his activity towards a different object. It cannot be 
said that there is activity due to non-discrimination between 
cognitions which are presented independently. If the two 
knowledges become manifested, then there cannot be the absence 
of their discrimination. The non-knowledge of difference ( i. e. 
non-discrimination ), which is not in awareness, can never be 
the producer of activity, unless it gives birth to any qualified 
knowledge, i. e. knowledge not about mere ‘this’ or mere silver, 
but about the ‘this* qualified by silver. Through cancellation 
namely ‘this is not silver’ — it is known that the absence of 
silver refers to the ‘something’ that is present before the eyes. 
Where there is the occurrence of a possibility, there can be its 
denial. This is only possible, if silver were produced as 
identified with ‘this.’ 

The Yogacara-Buddhist-view ( the shell-silver 

is merely an idea ) is not sound. If the shell-silver would have 
been inward, then there should not have been the experience of 
the identity of the silver with the external thing and there 
should not have been activity towards the external thing and 
there should not have been the negation of that silver through 
the knowledge of the external reality of the shell. Because 
Jn non-difference, the relation of the subject and the object is 
not possible and because the experience of difference of silver 
from knowledge is non-contradicted, the illusory silver is 
established to be different from its knowledge. 

Now let us discuss the Ramanuja view of error ( ). 

According to this doctrine, when there is relation of the 
defective eyes with an object ( the shell ), the real manifestation 
4, the experience of silver ) is produced from real materials 
4 constituents of silver ) existing in that object. Though in the 
16 
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shell-silver the materials of the shell are greater in quantitjr 
than those of silver, still when, owing to defects, it is not 
perceived, the materials of silver which are less in quantity 
comes within the range of sight. But this view is not correct. 
The perception such as ‘this silver ’ can be explained, in case, 
we admit that the shell-silver was produced at the time of 
perception ; so for the explanation of the perception of the shell- 
silver, the parts of silver should not be recognised in the* 
shell 

If in the shell, silver can remain, then like shell, it could^ 
always be known, but this does not happen. Over and above, 
as according to the opponent, the knowledge of silver has for 
its object existent silver, so for the perception of silver in the 
shell, he need not recognise the defect of organs as well as 
non-manifestation of the shell as the cause of the perception. 
Moreover, the knowledge of silver in the shell, in which the 
parts of the shell are greater in quantity than those of silver 
should not be treated as a case of illusion, as is found in the 
case of the knowledge of milk mixed with a greater quantity of 
water. In both these cases, the objects ( silver and milk ), being 
perceived as non-different from their supports (shell and water),- 
the two perceptions are of the same character, and just as tho 
latter is not treated as illusory, so the former should not also 
be treated as illusory. Moreover, the opponent admits defect 
as the cause of illusion, and at the same time he takes the object 
of an illusory experience as an existent, but this is contradictory. 
Besides, the greater part of the shell cannot be said to be a 
hindrance to the apprehension of silver. If it were so, then 
even at the time of the presence of the defect, there would have 
been, owing to the presence of the greater quantity of the parts 
of the shell, the absence of the apprehension of silver. But 
this does not happen. Moreover, we apprehend even a small 
quantity of silver which is mixed with a great quantity of shelly 
so, in the case of illusion, the defect cannot be said to be the 
cause of the lion-recognition of the greater quantity of the 
shell. 

Now about activity. Here a question regarding the cause 
of this activity may legitimately be asked. 
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Opponevt-'-SYiQ qualified knowledge, which has for its 
object the substance-attribute-relation between the shell and' 
silver is the cause of activity towards shell. Such qualified 
knowledge of the shell and silver takes place because the* 
difference of the shell and silver is not understood. 

Refutation —This cannot be, because the shape of silver 
and the shell being known, their difference must be known. It 
is admitted by you that silver and the shell are both known 
and as such their forms must be known. Moreover, if the 
manifestation of the substance-attribute-relation between 
the shell and silver is through mutual dependence, then there 
will be erroneous knowledge. Because the substantive is 
understood as the attributive and the attributive is understood 
as the substantive, there will be erroneous knowledge and this 
would imply an abandonment of opponent’s position. Even if 
the substance and the attribute be taken as independent entities, 
still the same defect will follow ; and the substantive and the 
attributive cannot be independent because the manifestation of 
the substance-attribute-relation is determined by their mutual 
dependence. 

Now about cancellation. This theory cannot explain 
cancellation. 

Opponent —Our theory can explain cancellation because in 
cancellation, a person knows that the thing which I regarded 
as containing much silver has not that much, but it has a large 
quantity of the shell in it. 

Refutation —This cannot be. If it were so, then we should 
have the notion of cancellation in the case where a small 
quantity of silver is kept within a greater quantity of the 
shell. 

Opponent —The knowledge of the shell cancels silver 
because the knowledge of silver is due to non-manifestation of 
the characteristics of the shell. 

Refutation —^This is not possible. Because, according to 
you, the silver is existent in the shell as is the case with the 
silver existing in the shop, so you cannot hold that the said 
silver is due to non-manifestation of the shell. Like the- 
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•knowledge of the silver in the shop, which is produced through 
its own materials namely sense-contact etc. and which is not 
based on the non-manifestation of the shell, the knowledge of 
the said silver will not also be due to non-manifestation of the 
shell. So the above assumption is invalid. 

Besides, as, according to the opponent, both the shell and 
silver are existents, the perception—“ this is not silver ” cannot 
refer to the absolute non-existence of silver in the shell because 
in that case silver will be illusory. So this perception must 
. refer to the mutual negation of silver and the shell, but this 
mutual negation cannot amount to cancellation of either the 
shell or the silver, ( also it is not that the antecedent is bound 
to be cancelled by the subsequent). 

Moreover, according to the theory of existent silver, there 
cannot be the cancellation characterised by disappointed 
activity or obstacle to activity, because there is no difference 
in it from the knowledge of real silver. Even in the case 
of real silver, when the object is, somehow, taken away and a 
piece of the shell is left before, there is disappointed activity 
. caused by that piece of shell placed just before us and the 
obstacle to activity caused by the perception “ this is not 
silver. ** So there should be the cancellation in both the cases of 
real silver and the shell-silver, because both the knowledges 
objectify the existent silver and in both cases, the disappointed 
activity and the obstacle to activity are the same. Besides, if 
the obstacle to or non-production of activity be treated as the 
cancellation, then in the case of the illusion of any object which 
-does not attract our interest, there should have been at once the 
knowledge of cancellation, because there is no occasion of 
activity there. Besides, when the opponent concludes that 
ailver is existent always, how could there be disappointed 
activity or obstacle to activity ? 

Opponent —That knowledge of silver is not efficacious and 
also there is its contradictory apprehension such as “ this is not 
silver; ** hence there is disappointment and obstacle to activity. 

Refutation —If at the time of the knowledge of silver, there 
be such knowledge that this is inefficacious, then there will 
. hot be such disappointed activity. If at the time of 



the apprehension of silver, it is understood that this 
silver is efficacious, then it would be reckoned as that 
( efficacious) which it is not. This would entail the abandon¬ 
ment of opponent’s position and will amount to the assertion 
that something is not really what it appears to be. Moreover, 
because both silver and the shell are existents, it cannot be 
connceived how the apprehension of shell-ness will be 
contradictory to that of silver whereby the said activity will 
be hindered. And because both the objects are real, cancellation 
cannot be treated as the obstruction of the apprehension of silver. 
Moreover, if the knowledge of a greater quantity of shell 
amounts to the cancellation of silver, then there should have 
been the cancellation in the form “ I saw here silver before and 
now I do not see that,” but there should not be the cancellation 
in the form “ this is not silver.” 

Thus this realistic theory of error, due to its failure ta 
explain illusory perception, the resulting activity and the 
cancellation, is rejected as irrational. 

The theory of perception of distant silver ( ) is 

not tenable. The knowledge of the shell-silver is not indirect 
because it is experienced that I perceive the silver before the 
eyes. This knowledge is not of the distant silver. The 
distant silver cannot be known by the eyes. The eyes 
do not act without taking the help of fixed auxiliaries like the 
sense-contact. There cannot be perception of the qualified 
without relation to both the attributive and the substantive. 
The understanding does not take the substantive for its object 
without directly knowing the attributive. Though there is the 
material of qualified knowledge namely the relation to the 
substance and the indirect knowledge of attribute, still in the 
absence of the relation with the attribute, the qualified knowledge 
does not take place. If it did, then owing to the same reasoning, 
it may as well be held that without directly knowing the 
substantive, qualided knowledge can take place, which is absurd. 
So in every qualified perception, the relation with the attributive 
is necessary. If the relation with attribute is not the cause of 
perception, then there would be the perception of the qualification 
of fire in the mountain and there would not be the inference 
(such as the mountain contains fire because it has smoke) 
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'because there is the material of perception eicept the relation with 
-the attribute ( fire ). 

Opponerd —Let us show how the distant silver is being 
here perceived. Take for example the occular perception of the 
fragrance of a piece of sandal-wood situated at a distance from 
the eyes. It was already known by smelling the sandal-wood 
that there is sweet smell in it, but afterwards by having seen 
the sandal-wood from afar eren without smelling it, we can 
perceive with the eyes that it is fragrant. Here, the previous 
knowledge of perfume of the sandal-wood serves as the contact 
required for the visual perception of fragrance. The perception 
■of silver in the shell is a similar perception and not remembrance. 
Though the silver is distant, still on account of the contact of 
^knowledge ( this knowledge is remembrance 

. arising out of the knowledge of similarity etc ), after the 
remembrance of silver, we perceive silver as non-different frona 
the object ‘this* present before the eyes. This is illusory 
perception. 

Refutation —The example of the fragrant sandal is inapt, 
because, in that case, we do not perceive perfume. If it were 
perception, then there w'ould have been the knowledge namely 
“ I see the sandal-wood and smell its perfume. ** Everyone 
experiences that he sees the sandal-wood and remembers- its 
perfume ( or makes inference, as from seeing white sandal¬ 
wood and not from red one ). Even if it is admitted that the 
perfume of the sandal-wood which was previously apprehended 
is known through contact called knowledge, still the shell-silver 
cannot be said to be perceived because the attribute of silver had 
not, at any time, been known in the shell and what was not 
known cannot be obtained in remembrance. The silver which 
was known already is here non-existent, so the perception 
of it is not possible. Besides, through contact called knowledge 
there should have been a general knowledge of silver which is 
of the form “ I know silver,” but there cannot be a particular 
knowledge of silver due to a particular sense-organ namely 
the occular perception of silver (the ordinary perception ) like 
“ I am perceiving silver.” 

The said perception cannot be produced through any 
defect of visual perception, because the defect cannot be 
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’the producer of the knowledge of a real attribute (silverness ). 
According to the opponent, in the case of the perception of 
silver, the attributive ( silver) is also real like the substantive 
(shell). If it is accepted that by the defect the visual 
perception of a distant thing is possible, then through it alone, 
even in the absence of qualified knowledge, activity towards 
the qualified object will be possible. So there will be no illusory 
experience and the theory of the opponent will not stand. 
Besides, if the defect can produce illusory perception, then why 
-should it not also produce an apparent object of that perception? 
Over and above, in the present case, the perception which 
establishes the thing before the eyes is present. Because 
the silver is perceived and at the same time there is no real 
silver present, it has to be accepted that some apparent or 
inexplicable ( which cannot be said to be existent or non-existent 
^or both ) silver is present there. 

Without ordinary perception with regard to silver, there 
cannot be activity to possesss it. Moreover, the activity is 
towards that alone which is known to have the attribute 
^of silver (), And this attribute cannot be known in 
’the shell because this attribute cannot manifest itself independ¬ 
ently, but it always manifests itself as an attribute of its 
substratum-silver. So in order to account for the activity 
towards silver, directed to the shell, the non-difference of silver 
should be known in the shell. This can only be, if 
-silver becomes produced in it. If, at the time of illusion, the 
identity of silver in the thing ‘ this * (the shell ) was not 
manifested, then the cancellation, namely “ this is not silver,” 
would become objectless. Silver being situated at a distant 
Tegion, the relatedness of silver in the shell is non-existent and 
the cancellation of the non-existent is not possible. Cancellation 
is the denial of what was attributed before. If on the strength 
of perception an inexplicable object which is different from the 
existent and the non-existent is admitted, then it is possible to 
explain cancellation. So it is not proved that the object of 
illusion is located in another place. 

The theory that the object of illusion is altogether non¬ 
existent like hare s horn () is not logical. Though by 
words which designate non-existence, verbal knowledge is 
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produced, still the sense-organs do never know the thing which: 
is not related to them. Though the form of the non-existent 
exists in the mind as a subjective content, still this subjeotive^ 
idea never refers to the non-existent as an extramental 
entity. Where there is verbal knowledge having no 
objective reference, there the content of knowledge is never 
perceived. The non-existent has no particularisation, so it 
cannot manifest itself as having the particularisation ‘"silver”. 
Though at a subsequent moment, that silver is not manifest, 
still when it was manifested, it was, it must be admitted, 
present there. If this is not the case, the existence of nothing 
will be established. If what is absolutely non-existent be 
accepted as attributed in the case of illusory perception, then 
there cannot be the difference of manifestation in the case of 
various illusory perceptions and no activity can be produced by 
such perceptions. Mere use of word and the knowledge void of 
object are found in the case of non-existent things and they 
lead to no activity. The perception of silver has not for its 
object the non-existent like hare’s horn because there is the 
rule that the manifestation namely ” this is silver ” is with a 
substratum ( ) and the cancellation “ this is not silver ’* 

is not an unqualified negation ( ) and also because it is 

directly perceived ( ). 

Opponent —( )—Because but by a recognition of 

a thing having existence and non-existence as its aspects, the 
perception and cancellation cannot be explained, so it must be 
admitted that the thing is existent as well as non-existent. 

Answer —If it were both existent and non-existent, then 
due to its existential aspect, the shell-silver and its existential 
aspect would have been real and thus would not have been 
cancelled; or due to its non-existential aspect, the silver and 
its existence also would have been non-existent and thus would 
not have been directly apprehended. It cannot be said that 
owing to temporal differences, the very same thing can be both 
existent and non-existent. If a thing possesses two forms, then 
at the time of one form, the other must either be lost or remain. 
It cannot be said that at the time of one form, the other is lost, 
because, even after the illusion, there is the recognition such 



129 


as this is that shell. It cannot also be said that at the time 
of one form, the other remain®, because in that case, at the time 
of the knowledge of the shell, the silver which was perceived 
before would have been cognised. Thus the content of 
erroneous perception is not existent as well as non-existent. 

Perception and cancellation can be explained in the 
following way: Owing to difference of the object from non¬ 
existence, there is its perception and owing to its difference 
from existence, there is its cancellation. 

Opponent :—If it were other than the existent, then it 
would not have been perceived as is the case with the non¬ 
existent. If it were other than the non-existent, then there 
would not have been cancellation as is the case with the self. 
Hence, the shell-silver is neither different from existence nor 
from non-existence, but it is existent as well as non-existent. 

Answer —This account is not accurate. Existence cannot 
be said to be the conditio sine qua non () of perception, 
hence the deduction that what is devoid of existence cannot be 
perceived cannot bear examination. If it were so, then in those 
things which are eternally beyond the cognizance of sense- 
organs (), there would have been the absence of 
existence. When things beyond the senses, even by being 
existent are not perceived, so existence cannot be said to be the 
essential condition of perception, but something besides existence 
should be regarded as its essential condition. Thus, there is no 
such invariable concomitance that wherever there is perception, 
there is existence. If it be objected that the universal con¬ 
comitance of perception and existence is proved by the example 
of the self which being by nature, existence, is perceived, then 
it can be said that the perception of the self can as well be 
explained through its self-luminosity and so to interpret the 
perception of the non-self-luminous entities, the example of the 
self should not be cited. 

As existence is not the cause of perception, similarly 
non-existence is not the cause of cancellation. The absolute 
negation of non-existence is not possible. If the alleged 
negative valid knowledge having for its counterentity—non- 
existence is admitted, then non-existence also, because of the 
17 
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Yalidity of the said knowledge of negation would turn out to be 
^xisteat. The objection that when the knowledge of the 
invariable concomitance namely ‘ what in non-existent is not 
perceived * is perceived, therefore the object of it, namely 
non-existence must also be perceived, is not sound ; because the 
invariable concomitance in non-exiscence which is void of 
relation with space and time etc, is impossible. Invariable 
ooncomitance of two objects means the particular correlation of 
both in one space or time. The non-existence has no location, 
hence it cannot be concomitant with any entity. Therefore, the 
knowledge of the non-existent is like the knowledge of the past 
which is taken to be objectless So it is established, that 
non-existence cannot be the content of immediate apprehension. 
The non-exiatent object is nothing but the knowledge of 
non-existence. Hence, the understanding of the said invariable 
concomitance has for its object this knowledge of non-existence, 
therefore non-existence is never objectified by perception. 

By the above discussion it is proved that non-existence 
is not the cause of cancellation, but is the cause of the absence 
of immediate apprehension. So non-cancellation of an entity 
cannot be said to be the criterion of its existence and 
cancellation the criterion of its non-existence. Thus, it is proved 
that though it is simpler to characterise existence as the cause 
of immediate apprehension and non-existence as that of 
concellation, still facts as they stand contradict such a 
characterisation. From this it follows that owing to its 
cancellation, the shell-silver is other than existence, and owing 
to its immediate apprehension, distinct from non-existence. 
Thus, it is shown that though the recognition of the category 
of the inexplicable over and above that of existence and non- 
existence involves complexity of thought, still for the sake of 
logical accuracy, we cannot help but recognise it. To conclude, 
due to our failure to explain the preception and the cancellation 
of the shell-silver in any other way but by the recognition 
of the inexplicable, the shell-silver should be recognised as 
different from the existent and the non-existent. 

In case, it is recognised that the shell-silver is produced 
then and there, then alone, the qualified perception of it can be 
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explained and not in any other way. There cannot be the 
knowledge of relatedness (%%^^) in mind, if there is no 
corresponding objective relatedness in the object. Because (a) 
without the object, knowledge cannot be produced, ( b ) the non¬ 
existent cannot be objectified, ( c ) the inward cannot have vivid 
outward manifestation, ( d ) the empirical silver cannot be 
cancelled and (e) the distant silver cannot be perceived, so it is 
known that some apparent silver, which is produced at that 
time, becomes the object of the knowledge of the said silver. 
The thing, which is accepted in accordance with perception, 
will not be existent before that perception. Because the shell- 
silver is simultaneous with perception, it is called apparent. 
The apparent character of the shell-silver implies its non¬ 
existence in another time different from the time of its 
perception and not its being produced by perception. The 
shell-silver is not phenomenal like pots and other things of our 
empirical world. The shell-silver and the like are negated 
during the time of our empirical activity, so they are not 
empirically existent. At the time of their perception they are 
not negated, so their apparent existence cannot be denied. In 
the case of pots etc., at the time of empirical activity they are 
not negated, so their empirical existence cannot be denied. 
Thus the shell-silver is apparent and not phenomenal. Such 
inexplicable apparent silver is called false. Because the shell- 
silver is not perceived by a person without defect and there is 
cancellation such as “here is no silver’* and also recognition 
such as “false silver was manifested “ the falsity of silver must 
be accepted. The non-existent or the existent or the existent + 
non-existent cannot be taken as false. So the said silver will 
fall in the category of false entity. Because of the cancellation 
of the perceived silver, it must be different from the true silver. 
Concellation denotes the invalidity of previous knowledge by 
denoting the absence of the reality of the object previously 
perceived. If after the knowledge of a content, a knowledge 
of the negation of the said content takes place, then the content 
previously experienced must be false. If it were not the case, 
then the concellation of the said content would not have been 
valid. So by preception and cancellation it is known that what 
is not real is perceived. 
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“ By the above discussion, it is proved that the shell-silver 
is false. Now let us prove that the relation of it with the shell 
is also false. Because there is apprehension such as “ this 
silver, ” we should accept its identity in the substratum before 
the eyes. But after the knowledge of the shell, the identity of 
silver in the substratum before the eyes ( ‘ this ’) becomes 
negated by the cancellation “ this is not silver. ” If at the 
time of illusion, there was no apprehension of the identity of 
silver in the object before the eyes, then cancellation would have 
no object to which it has to refer. On the other hand, if it is 
said that the inherence of mere attribute of silver was mani¬ 
fested in the shell, then there should have been the cancellation 
namely “ here there is no attribute of silver. ” So it must be 
admitted that the identity of silver in the shell is manifested. 
The felt identity of the shell-silver with the shell is peculiar in 
character because everywhere ‘ this * is experienced as identical 
with * silver * as is corroborated by the normal experience— 
“this is silver,” but here silver is found to be identical with the 
shell. Thus this identity should be taken as inexplicable. That 
is, the ‘ thisness * of the shell, which is contradictory to the 
attribute of silver, is found to be correlated with the latter, so in. 
accordance with the perception of the shell-silver, it must bo 
admitted that the co-existence of the * thisness ’ of the shell and 
of the attribute of silver must be false. This identity 
cannot be existent because the shell is not silver. Alsa 
it is not provable that the identity of the silver which is 
perceived here (that is, the identity which is perceived as 
determined by both ) is elsewhere. So illusory or inexplicable 
identity should be accepted (though the two attributes namely 
difference from existence and difference from non-existence are 
contradictory, still their false identity is not contradictory ). 

Now let us prove that the knowledge of shell-silver is 
inexplicable or false. The knowledge having for its object an 
inexplicable entity is also inexplicable, otherwise it would 
not be the knowledge having the inexplicable as its object. 
Owing to the falsity of content, the knowledge referring to that 
content is cancelled. If the said knowledge would have 
naturally been incapable of being cancelled, then the object of 
that knowledge would not have been cancelled. Had illusory^ 
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tnowledge been valid, it could not have been removed by valid 
knowledge. The knowledge of the shell-silver must be illusory, 
because, in the first place, it is neither a knowledge of the 
existent nor that of the non-existeni:; secondly, because all other 
explanations of this experience but the present one are riddled 
with contradictions ; and thirdly, because such a recognition is 
in consonance with the normal experience of the general run of 
people who feel that there is illusory experience. 

Thus it is found that the content silver, the relation of the 
silver with the shell and the knowledge of silver are alike false. 
This will apply to other cases of error such as rope-snake, etc. 

In compliance with these two cognitions viz. apprehension 
and cancellation, it has to be admitted that the denial in all 
times “ here there is no silver ’* refers to the real ( empirical) 
silver and the experience of silver refers to the presence of 
silver during the time of illusion (i. e. to apparent silver ). The 
perception of silver objectifies the illusory silver which was 
present there and the cognition of denial objectifies its absolute 
negation which is nothing but the substratum in which the 
illusory silver was perceived. Though the empirical silver is 
not the object of illusion, yet after the perception of its sub¬ 
stratum (the shell), it arises in remembrance and the denial of 
it is possible because the knowledge of the substratum (the 
shell) provokes the remembrance of the counterenfcity (the 
empirical silver). 

Ignorance as the material cause of Illusion. 

Now, we are showing below that ignorance a false principle 
is the material cause of false knowledge and false object. 
According to some philosophers the wrong knowledge ( ) 

of silver in the shell has for its material cause the self, 
accompanied by the defective sense-organs. But this view is 
not tenable. The self (consciousness) which is by nature devoid 
of parts, cannot by itself or though other agencies become 
modified either in the form of the shell-silver or in the form of 
the knowledge of the shell-silver. Besides, the production of 
eome effect from a partless entity is not possible without its 
conjunction with efficient cause, but as the self (being partless) 
has no conjunction with any efficient cause, the production of 
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the knowledge of silver from the partlsss self is hardly 
conceivable. So the self cannot be the material ( modified ) 
cause of anything. Nor can mind be the material cause of 
false knowledge. The modifications of mind are due to the 
relation of the object with sense-organs, but as there cannot be 
conjunction of sense-organ with the apparent object which does 
not exist previously ( and hence the defects of the senses cannot 
be the said cause ), mind wliich is not independent with 
regard to the perception of outside objects cannot be the 
material cause of illusory knowledge. Because the mental 
modification of the nature of valid knowledge cancels false 
knowledge, mind cannot be the material cause of that false 
knowledge. What cancels something cannot be the conditio 
sine qua non ( ) of that thing. Then what is the material 

cause of illusory knowledge ? To this our reply is that 
ignorance should be reckoned as that cause. In the state of 
ignorance alone, the illusory knowledge of the substratum is 
there and in the absence‘ of the former, the latter is absent; 
so ignorance should be recognised as the material cause of that 
knowledge. As there can be false knowledge with regard to an 
unknown object and not with regard to a known object, that 
knowledge must be due to ignorance. So false knowledge of 
any object is preceded by the ignorance of its substratum, and 
without this ignorance false knowledge cannot be. 

Now let us show that ignorance is the material cause of 
the illusory object. The defective sense-organs cannot be the 
cause of the production of the object, because as sense-organs, 
their business is to produce knowledge and not the object; being 
defective in character, they may somehow or other disturb their 
own function, but cannot perform a new one. Besides, the 
defect in sense-organs has for its support the person, hence it 
cannot be the material cause of the illusory object which exists 
outside the person. The shell cannot be the cause of that 
silver; if it were so, then at the time of cancellation of silver, 
the alleged effect namely silver ought to have been felt because 
the cause of that silver namely the shell is yet present. When 
milk is modified in the form of curds, there can neither be the 
illusion such as “this is curds,’* nor the cancellation “this is not 
curds”. Moreover, as after its modification, a thing does not 
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preserve its previous nature as is the case with milk, so the 
shell after being transformed into silver will not again be the 
shell. 

We find that when there is knowledge of the substratum, 
the illusory object as well as illusory knowledge remain no 
more. From this we can understand that the illusory object 
and illusory knowledge are brought into being by the same 
cause. If their causes (materfel) were separate, then the 
elimination of the one would not necessarily amount to the 
elimination of the other. We have found already that the 
material cause of false knowledge is ignorance, so we infer that 
the illusory object has also for its material cause—Ignorance. 
Over and above, if a thing which is of a lower degree of 
existence is illusorily identified with a thing of a superior 
order of existence, then the ignorance of the latter must be the 
cause of the illusion of the former; if it were not the case, then 
the knowledge of the latter would not have amounted to an 
elimination of the knowledge of the former. Ignorance should 
be regarded as the material cause and not efficient cause. If 
ignorance be the efficient cause of an illusion, then even in the 
absence of ignorance, there would occur a possibility of the 
actual existence of silver in the shell. Had not ignorance been 
the materia) cause of shell-silver, then there would not have 
been its identity with ignorance, and owing to the absence of 
this identity, there would have been the appearance of silver,, 
even when that ignorance is destroyed. The elimination of 
ignorance is the elimination of illusion because illusion is the 
embodiment of ignorance. Hence ignorance is not the efficient 
but the material cause of illusory appearances. As ignorance 
is nob only effective in the production of the shell-silver, but 
also effective in maintaining its duration, so like the earth 
which is the cause of both production and duration of the 
pot, ignorance must be the material cause of illusion. Because 
due to the identity of the material cause and its effect, they da 
not remain in different places, so the silver which is perceived as 
resting on the shell should have its material cause (ignorance) 
resting on the same substratum. If the silver were existent 
like the shell, then like the latter, it would have been 
perceivable even at the time of cancellation. Hence, the 
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shell-silver is not existent. If both silver and the shell were 
illusory, then both would have been cancelled. Hence 
in this case, there is no illusion of both the shell and silver. 
Therefore it is established that the shell alone is manifested as 
silver which is a product of the ignorance residing in the shell. 
Because illusion is destroyed by knowledge, it is known as 
ignorance. Because it manifests the unreal and conceals 
reality, it is of the nature of a veil. This ignorance 
makes the substratum known in one aspect (as ‘this’) 
and unknown in another ( as the shell). If it were altogether 
known or absolutely unknown, then there could not have been 
the illusory experience. Without that which veils the real 
nature of things, there cannot be an illusion. In the absence 
of this veil, covering outward objects, tha illusion about them 
cannot be produced. Without a veil in the support, there cannot 
be attribution of something to or misapprehension of it. If the 
support is perceived partially and not fully, then alone the 
attribution of something to- it is possible. Therefore illusory 
experience has for its material cause the veiling of the external 
thing which is raisperceived. Ignorance is this veil. 

Through the discussion on illusion, it has been found that 
illusory object and its knowledge are mere modiScations of 
ignorance and are consequently not separate from ignorance. 
It has already been shown that ignorance is illuminated by 
the witness-consciousness, so illusory knowledge and illusory 
object are also illuminated by the same witness. As the witness- 
consciousness and illusory object are contradictory in nature, 
in as much as the former is self-luminous and the latter is 
non-self-luminous, so their identity cannot be real. Hence, 
it must be admitted that their identity is illusory. 

Now, let us proceed to show that dream-experience and its 
object are alike inexplicable and ignorance is their material 
cause. In order to prove this, we have first of all to refute 
two antagonistic views on dream,—(I) dream is a case of 
remembrance and (2) that ft is a case of perception due to contact 
called knowledge ( remembrance ). Dream is not remembrance, 
because in dream we do not always experience objects in the 
particular place or places In which they were etpertenced, 
but Ih remembrance, we experience objects with their previous 
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local references. Besides, in remembrance, the substantive and 
the attributive are reproduced exactly in the manner in which 
they were experienced ; bub as in dream, the substantive and 
tihe attributive previously experienced together are often 
experienced as defc^ched from one another, dream cannot be a 
case of remembrance. If the pre-experienced things were 
manifested in dream, then there should have been a reference of 
* thatness ’ or remoteness in dream. It cannot be said that due 
to defect, that reference is taken away, because in that case, 
due to the operation of defect, the nature of impression would 
have been altered. If it be asserted that the dream-objects are 
manifested through perception obtained as the product of 
remembrance ( by the contact called knowledge ), then the 
dream-objects would have always been perceived as attributives 
and would have never been manifested as substantives ; but the 
very fact that the dream-objects are known as ‘ this * implies 
that they are perceived as substantives too. Moreover, through 
contact called knowledge, only the objects that were previously 
experienced, can be perceived; but in dream, even objects 
previously not experienced are known ; so dream-objects cannot 
be said to be known through such a contact. Hence, it has to 
be admitted that inexplicable objects are manifested in dream. 
Moreover, had dream been the attribution of the remembered 
upon the remembered or if it were remembrance, then its 
perception would have been impossible and its knowledge would 
have been indirect like the blind person’s attribution of 
whiteness upon things remembered or like the remembrance 
of the meaning of words through words. Hence to explain the 
perception of dream ( and also of fancy ), it has to be admitted 
that the objects of dream ( and of fancy also ) are superimposed 
by ignorance on the witness-consciousness whose nature is 
perception and they are made perceptible by the same 
consciousness. 

It should be admitted that in dream, there is the illusion of 
objects. Now, what is the substratum of that illusion ? In tTiis 
case, nothing outside can be the substratum. That which is 
known in one aspect and unknown in another can alone be the 
substratum of an illusion. In dream the knowledge (rf an 
outside object is not possible, because the physical eyes are not 
18 
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then operative. At that time, the outward region has no 
relation with sense-organs ; so it cannot be known ; therefore the 
superimposition of dream cannot take place in what is 
particularised by the outward region. It may be objected that 
because the remembrance of external space is possible in dream,- 
so the substratum of dream is what is particularised by the 
outward region; but the objection is not valid. Dae to the 
remembrance of the external space, the substratum of dream 
could have been particularised by external space, provided the 
mental modification of the nature of the said remembrance 
could reach external region ; but as in dream, the sense-organs 
are not at all operative, the said mental modification cannot 
reach external space. Accordingly in dream, the substratum of 
illusion cannot be particularised by the external space. A 
mental modification can never be the cause of the agitation of 
ignorance residing in the substratum of illusion, unless that 
mental modification reaches the substratum, as in the case of 
the knowledge of * thisness *, which after reaching the shell 
excites the ignorance in the shell and thus becomes the cause of 
super-imposition ( ) of the silver upon the shell. 

^ According to the Vedantists, the process involved in the 
perception of the shell-silver is this : when there is the relation of 
the defective eyes with the shell, due to the obstruction caused by 
this defect, instead of being perceived as the shell, it is perceived as 
^this\ In other words, the mental modification of the form of ^this^ 
flows to the region of the shell and becomes identified with the shelly- 
not of course by taking it as the shell, but by taking it as ^this^—i. e, 
some object present before the eyes. The mental modification flows 
to the region of the object in order to remove external ignorance 
that resides in the outside object. After that, due to their being 
related by the mental modification of the form—^this^, the substratum 
consciousness particularised by ^this^ i. e. by the object present before 
the eyes, manifests itself as non-different from the substratura- 
Consciousness particularised by the mind. And thus, the preception 
of ^this^ takes place. Now lot us state how this perception is 
transformed into the perception—^this is silver\ The perception 
of the shell-silver is due, on the one hand, to the absence of removal 
of the ignorance veiling the consciousness particularised by the shell 
and on the other, to the transformation of this ignorance into silver. 
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Moreover, if what is particularised by the external space 
becomes the substratum, then the dream-objects should not be 
experienced as different from outer space, but they should have 
been experienced as identified with that space. It cannot be 
said that in the mind which is the substratum of remembrance, 
those objects are superimposed. Without perception of the 
substratum, the perception of the illusory is impossible. What 
is remembered is not perceived. Hence the self which is the 
perception of itself is the substratum of dream-illlusion.* 

Because there is no modification of the form of the shell which will 
remove the ignorance veiling the Consciousness particularised by 
the shell, it remains undestroyed, and because the mental modification 
of the form of ^this’ is caused by a defect, the said ignorance becomes 
excited. But this is not all. Due to the similarily of ^this^—the 
object present before the eyes—with silver, the impression of silver is 
roused in the mind through remembrance, and as a result of this, 
ignorance residing in the Consciousness particularised by ^this' 
modifies itself in the form of silver and the ignorance residing in the 
Consciousness particularised by mental modification of the form— 
^this^ modifies itself in the form of false knowledge of the silver. 
Thus takes place the illusory perception of silver. These are steps 
involved in the illusory perception : firstly, there is the manifestation 
of ignorance particularised by the object shell through the witness- 
consciousness beyond mind; secondly, from that particularised 
ignorance, some inexplicable^ extramental silver is produced; thirdly, 
there is the visual perception of that silvar because the silver is 
produced in the consciousness particularised by ^this^ with which the 
mind or mental modification which flows out becomes connected; 
fourthlyj there is illusory identity of the shell with that silver. 

^ According to this Vedantic view. Consciousness alone is the 
illuminator of all objects of the three states ( waking, dream and 
sleep). Consciousness reflects itself in mental modification and never 
becomes itself modified. Had consciousness been capable of 
modifications, then being partless, in its first modification, it would 
have modified itself wholly and the result would have been that no 
other knowledge would have taken place. Besides, finding that there 
is no cognition in dreamless sleep, due to the absence of mental 
modification, we can conclude that knowledge is nothing but a 
reflection of consciousness in mental modification. So the 
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What, then, is the material cause of dream ? A mental 
modification must be a valid cognition, and as such, cannot 
have the form of an apparent dream-object. So a mental 
modification cannot be the material cause of dream-objects. It 
is ascertained elsewhere (in Error) that ignorance is the 
material cause of illusion ; so in the case of dream-illusion also, 
ignorance must be admitted to be the material cause and not mind 
( mind is the —that which particularises ignorance ). 

transformation of consciousness is an untenable thesis. What 
actually takes place is that in internal knowledge consciousnegs 
illumines the mental modification alone and in external knowledge 
consciousness reveals the object. 

Where the sense-organ comes into contact with the external 
object, the mind becomes modified in the shape of that object, and 
consciousness being reflected in that mental modification becomes 
the illuminator of that object. This is perceptual knowledge. 

When a mental modification in the form of an object present 
before the senses ( say that of the smoke in the mountain ), being 
co-operated by the impression of invariable concomitance (say of 
the smoke and the fire) gives rise to the mental modification in the 
form of the invariable concomitant ( the fire ) though it is not present 
before the eyes, inferential knowledge takss place. When without 
the intervention of the knowledge of such invariable concomitance, 
through the mere impression due to past experience, mental 
modification rises in the form of objects already experienced, then the 
consciousness becomes reflected in that modification. This ie 
remembrance. 

Thus, in all cognitions, be it perceptual, inferential or 
reproductive, Consciousness is uniformly the illuminator, and the 
distinction of those various cognitions is not based on any distinction 
of consciousness, but upon the various ways in which the 
mental modification arises, in which the consciousness is 
reflected. The same remark may be made with reference to the 
objects of valid and invalid cognitions, in as much as the contenljs ot 
both are revealed by the game consciousness and the difference of 
both is ultimately due to the manner in which mental modification, 
the reflecting medium of the self-same consciousness, arises. Thus, 
it is found that the consciousness is by nature eternal luminosity, 
imd it is only due to its reflection in mental modifications, that it 
appears as an effect. 



APPENDIX a 


Cosmic Ignorance. 

We have found that ignorance is the inexplicable principle 
which modifies itself as inexplicable effects. From this we 
can infer that the effect-world which is inexplicable has for its 
material cause cosmic ignorance. To make it more clear; we 
found that false productions are due to ignorance. Illusory 
appearances like shell-silver are false because they are (1) 
inexplicable, (2) illusorily identified with the substratum, and 
(3) of less essence than the substratum, A thing which is not 
superimposed (the manifestation of a less existent upon a 
substratum of a greater existence constitutes superimposition 
) on another can alone claim equal existence with the 
latter. If the existence of shell-silver were of an equal degree 
with that of the substratum, then it would not have been called 
false and its substratum would have been unknown and there 
would have been no order of illusion and cancellation. Now let 
us see whether these conditions of falsity are found in the case 
the empirical world. 

( 1 ) If we look to the phenomenal or empirical world from 
the view-point of the substratum, we find that it is distinct frsm 
existence ( which is self-luminous non-dual Reality not negated 
at any time). It is distinct from non-existence. The non¬ 
existent is never treated as possessed of causality, the property 
of being an effect, permanence, impermanence and the like. 
Besides, the known universe is being known by being related 
to existence; but there cannot be the relation between the 
existent and the non-existent. Because the relation is supported 
in two related terms and because the non-existent cannot be 
the support of any entity, the relation of the existent with 
the non-existent cannot be established. Hence the world is 
distinct from existence and distinct from non-existence i. e. 
it is inexplicable( false )* 

♦ Objection—That which is alike different from two contradic¬ 
tories must also be contradictory. 
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Let us discuss the nature of the world from the viewpoint of 
Consciousness. Because the knowables are not self-existent and 
self-manifest, their difference from consciousness cannot be 
determined. The difference of the seer (?^) and the seen 
witnessed) cannot be perceived, because the seer is never seen. 
The difference of the unseen from the seen or of the seen from 
the unseen cannot be known, because the knowledge of 
difference is dependent on the knowledge of its substratum 
and its counterentity As the seer cannot be 

the object of another knowledge which is the knower of its 
difference, the difference between the seer and the seen cannot 
be known ; and oneself cannot be the proof of one’s own 
absence. Thus the seer, being not the content of cognition, can 
neither be the substratum nor the counterentity of difference 
or negation. Thus, it is shown that the difference of the world 
of experience from the self-luminous seer-consciousness is 
inexplicable. 

Answer—The objection against the inexplicability may either 
be based on the idea that existence is nothing but the absence 
of non-existence, and non-existence nothing but the absence of 
existence, or on the idea that though non-existence is not reduci¬ 
ble to the absence of existence and vice versa, still wherever 
there is existence ^ere is the absence of non-existence, and wher¬ 
ever there is non-existence, there is absence of existence. 

The first objection is not sound because we do not admit that 
the absence (absolute negation ) of existence is non-existence and 
the absence of non-existence is existence. According to us, existence 
is what cannot be cancelled in the past, present and future, and the 
absence or negation of it is not non-existence. We do not hold that 
existence is the absence of cancellation and that cancellation is noD»- 
existence, but according to us, existence is the absence of cancellation 
in the past, present and future and non-existence is what is incapable 
of being perceived as existent in any substratum. (In non-existence, 
there cannot be the identity with existence. What is identified 
with existence is perceived as having the property of existence as 
its mode () *, hence what is not identified with existence cannot 
be perceived as having existence as a property of it. Because hare’s 
horn etc. are not superimposed in the substratum-existence, so they 
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Because the seer and the seen are not objectified by one 
knowledge which is different from these two and proves their 
existence, the non-difference of them cannot be known. There 
cannot be substance-attribute relation between the seer and the 
seen, because they are not objects of one knowledge, but the 
substance and its attribute must be the contents of one cognition. 
One seer cannot simultaneously be the seen (either as an 
attributive or as a substantive) and its seer. 

The world of experience cannot be said to be different as 
well as non-different from Reality of the nature of Consciousness, 
because one object, in one reference, cannot be different as well 
as non-different from another object. Besides, because the world 
0^ experience is many and Reality is one, and as one cannot be 
maay and vice versa, so the world of experience cannot be both 
different and non-different from Reality. Moreover, difference 


cannot be the object of perception having existence as its mode. 
The things pots etc. are attributed in the substratum-existence 
as identified wth it, so they are objects of perception having existence 
as their mode ^ When existence and non-existence are of this 
nature, there is no.Qntradiction in recognising the absence of that 
existence and uon-erigtence in any entity. When existence and 
non-existence are thus ^ot to be their mutual negation, the 

first objection raised agaivg^ inexplicability falls to the ground. 

The second objection found to be illogical. If it were 

established that wherever thei jg absence of existence, there is 
non-existence, then there would ^ relation of invariable associa¬ 
tion between the two ; but this is proved. The non-existence is 
not invariable concomitant of the of existence, because in 

theshell-silver which is endowed withabsence of existence (of 
the nature of absence of cancellation in present and future ), 

there is also the absence of non-existei^^ Because there is no 
invariable concomitance of the negation of non-existence 

and that of negation of non-existence 
objection against the inexplicable is refuted. 


The doctrine of the inexplicability of the wo.^ 
does neither mean that its nature is not expressible x 
it a confession of our inability to know the nature of 
it is a mere statement of the exact nature of the world 


of experience 
words, nor is 
same, but 
xperience. 



144 


being the denial of non-diflference and vice versa^ if th^ 
knowledge of difference refers to non-difference as well, thea 
there would be at the same time the affirmation and denial of 
one content But no valid cognition can simultaneously 
perform these two functions viz. affirmation and negation of 
the self-same content. 

Thus, it is proved that because the world of experience 
cannot be explained as different or non-Jifferent or different as 
well as non-different from consciousness, it is inexplicable. 

(2) Now let us show that the world is illusorily identified 
with existence-consciousness. By the perception “ the pot is 
existent ” “ the cot is existent ”, the reality of pot etc. cannot 
asserted, because existence and the pot and the cot are not 
thing. Existence is pervading in character being alike 
predicable to different objects; and hence the knowledge of 
existence cannot refer to different objects. When ex^tence is 
not a genus and yet it is experienced as co-existent ’^^th various 
objects of experience, It must be admitted that individual 
existence is being objectified in experience as n^^-different with 
those objects. Had there been a difference from that 

one existence, then as there is no rela^®^ of co-existence 
between different objects of experience identity of separate 
existents is not possible), there woi’d not have been the 
experience of oo-existenoe of existence* those objects. The 
identity of the object with 8ubstra**^"®^isi'®i^c® means that the 
object has no existence indeper*®^^' f^® existence of the 
substratum-existence, though *^® ®Weet is different from the 
substratum-existence. Real »^^*difference of two entities which 
are opposite in nature is n** really possible, but their illusory 
non-difference is possible, order to get a knowledge of the 
relation of co-existence experience of two things (terms) is 
indispensable, but t^^^ existence is not indispensable. 
Though the silver ^®®’^ existence, still its co-existence 

with existence is orroborated by the experience—“ the shell- 
ailver is an exi^^^* When the nature of one entity is appre¬ 
hended in a entity, the said apprehension must be due 

ttO the illusf^ suparimposition of the nature of the former entity 
upon the substratum of superimposition is one br 
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whose pervasion the superimposed things are manifested and 
which is the ultimate ground () of those superimposed 
entities. Though there is differentiation of the superimposed in 
the substratum, still there is the absence of the difference of the 
substratum in the superimposed ; hence, through the perception 
of their identity of this type, their co-existence is known. 

The identity of pots and the like with existence cannot be 
said to be real. If the existence had pertained to the essential 
nature of pots and the like, then because things cannot shake 
off their intrinsic nature, their existence would have persisted 
even before production and after destruction. Non-existenc^ 
also is not their natural attribute. In that case even after 
origination, they would not have been existent. 

Opponent —Existence and non-existence are not the 
intrinsic characteristics of things, but existence is due to the 
operation of the cause and non-existence is due to the operation 
which produces the negation or destruction of things. 

Answer —In order to own these two attributes if the thing 
remains in the past, present and future, then the operation of 
the cause becomes fruitless and its non-existence is not possible. 
If the thing does not remain, then the thing and its non-existence 
cannot be existent at one time, and so the essence of the thing 
and that of non-existence become severed, as a result of which 
the thing cannot be the support of non-existence. The nature 
of support and that of the supported can never be severed. Thus 
both existence and non-existence cannot be the attributes of 
things. 

Besides, if the relation of things with existence be accepted 
as natural, then it should be admitted that that relation is 
identity, because such a relation must be primary and not 
derivative and in this casa other primary relations ( such as 
conjunction, inherence ) are not possible. Such being the case, 
of the two relata which become identified the one should share 
the nature of the other. In that case, if negation be of a 
positive nature, then because the positive entities are always 
existent, the alleged negation will be eternal. If the positive is 
taken as of the nature of negation, then all positive entities 
will be reduced to nil and hence the world will be null and void. 

19 
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Thefefore it should be admitted that the relation between 
-existence and other things is nothing but their Illusory identity. 
Hence their existence and non-existence are nothing but the 
substratum under different conditions. What cannot be 
designated as existent or non-existent cannot have real identity 
with transcendental existence. 

After proving the superimposition of the world of 
experience upon the substratum existence, now We propose to 
prove the superlmposltion of the same upon the self-same 
substratum considered as consciousness. Because conjunction 
and real identity (implying difference as well as non- 
dififepence) of the unconscious things with witness-consciousness 
are not possible, the relation of the former with the latter must 
be illusory identity. If the relation of the witness and the 
witnessed is different from its own related terras, then there 
will be an infinite regression and if entirely non-diflferent, then 
their relation would have been impossible. The real non- 
difference between consciousness and unconsciousness is not 
possible; so the notion of non-difference through co-existence 
(‘ego is manifest*, ‘pot is manifest’) implies that the unconscious 
world is illusorily identified with the substratum-consciousness. 
The manifestation of consciousness by being united with the 
unconscious is not different kinds of knowledge of two separate 
things ( ) because there is their qualified perception ; the 

said manifestation is not the perception of distant unconscious 
things () because beyond consciousness, the 
unconscious cannot be known ; that manifestation is not the 
perception of modification of consciousness ( ) because 

consciousness is immutably eternal ; that manifestation is not 
the perception of the non-existence () because it is 
perceived; so the said perception of the partless unmodified 
consciousness with the unbonsoious should be taken as 
inexplicable (). If it were not so, then there 
would have been the absolute separation of consciousness and 
the unconscious and there would not have been the manifestation 
of their unlort. 


In the case of an illusory identification, the two related 
terms namely the substratum and the superimposed are neither 
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4)'oth false nor both real* but the substratum is, by nature, real 
and the other is false. In the present case, because there is no 
proof about the separate existence of the unconscious arid the 
witness-consciousness, either of them must be false. Existence- 
consciousness which is self-luminosity pervades all things 
which are separate or exclusive of each other, so the true reality 
of the substratum is proved. Hence, there is no other alternative 
left save to infer that this world of experience which is 
unconscious in nature, is false. 

(3) This world of experience is false, because its existence 
is of a lower order than that of the substratum-consciousness. 
This world is not of the nature of self-luminosity and at the 
same time it is not non-existent. It has existence through the 
existence of one only self-luminous existence, so its existence 
is of a lower order than that of its substratum. Because the 
appearances are not independently excluded from one another, 
nor are they absolutely distinct from their substratum, nor can 
they be of the essence of the unmodified self-luminous Reality, 
therefore they must be of less essence than the truly existent 
Reality. This mundane series cannot remain in the partless, 
complete ( full) and immutable existence. If consciousness 
has real identity with the mundane series, then there will be 
no consciousness. If consciousness is non-different from the 
unconscious which is taken to be existent in the degree in which 
it is itself existent, then it will not be endowed with differences 
of the unconscious, because the affirmation and negation of 
equally existent entities canrlot abide together at one time. If 
consciousness’s identity with the unconscious be of the same 
essence as the consciousness, then at the time of the abiding of 
the world the unconscious would not be, because the world 
cannot be conscious and unconscious at the same time in the 
same sense. Two contradictories, viz. difference from 
consciousness and non-difference from it, having the same 
essence, cannot abide together at the same time. So it must be 
admitted that as in the case of illusion, the illusory appearance 
by being pervaded by the form—‘this’ which is separate from 
it is manifested, so the empirical world also, by being pervaded 
by the nature of existence-consciousness which is separate from 
it is manifested. Thus in the real substratum of the nature of 
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self-luminous existence-consciousness the manifestation of 
unconscious world having less essence must be false. Falsity* 
means dependent existence. Dependence means what is not self- 
luminous existence and also not non-existent, but is of less^ 
essence than the substratum by whose existence and luminosity 
it appears as existent and manifest ( it becomes the 
counterentity of absolute negation in the substratum.)* 

The same conclusion we reach by the analysis of our 
experience ‘ I am a man, * T am the doer * etc. Because the self 
is separate from the body this perception is erroneous and not 
real. Because the unawareness is illumined by eternal 
consciousness and it is with regard to the unaware thing that 
there is validity of perception, therefore on the strength of 
perception the self is found as separate from the body. When 
the self is known as separate from the body, the perception such 
as ‘I am a man’ should be counted as illusory. Similarly 
through a discrimination of the ego and the self (consciousness), 
it is known that they are of contradictory natures : one is the- 
seen, the other is the seer ; one is transient, the other is its 
ultimate substratum ; the one suffers modification, the other is 
unmodified ; the one is non-self-luminous, the other is self- 
luminous. In that undifferentiated, ever-complete consciousness 

♦ Though, according to our view, the nature of consciousness 
is everyone^s existence and hence there is no difference in the nature 
of existence, still the particularised consciousnesses are the respective 
existences* So owing to the inequality of the natures of 
particularisation, those existences also are different, hence the 
variety of existence is not impossible. 

In the above discussion (in proving the falsity of the world ) 
the following procedure has been resorted to : at first, we determined 
the falsity of illusory things ( ) and found out therefrom 

the conditions of falsehood. The property of being apparent 
(illusory) is ascertained before the ascertainment of the falsity of 
all empirical objects Afterwards by looking at the 

empirical world from the view-point of the substratum existence- 
consciousness^ we found in it those conditions of falsity and therefrom 
we inferred that the empirical world (the minor term of the 
inference of falsity ) is false. 
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^self), the manifestation in the form of the ego which is an 
object of consciousness, is endowed with the particulars of the 
body etc., is distinct or separate from others and is 
transient, is not possible. Hence it is to be accepted that 
because the manifestation of oneness of two things having 
contradictory natures cannot be possible without 
superimposition, the manifestation of oneness of both of these is 
based or dependent on mutual superimposition as is the case 
with the identity of ‘this* with the shell-silver. The joys etc., 
which are the attributes of mind become experienced as the 
attributes of the self, and this is not possible without the 
illusory identification of mind and the self. The empirical 
knower, the support of temporal cognition is unconscious 
because it is an object of the witness-consciousness, and the 
witness-consciousness which is self-luminous in nature cannot 
be its own knower, nor can it be known by others ; hence it is 
by illusion alone that there is the appearance of agency etc. in 
the self. Though really the self has the absence of non- 
diflference with the ego, still because the ego is superimposed on 
it, the ego is experienced as non-different from the self and not 
as an object. 

As the cause of these false appearances some false principle 
has to be inferred. Existence-consciousness alone cannot 
account for these. Existence-consciousness is non-dual, self- 
luminous and the final limit of all. So it cannot modify itself 
partially or wholly. So both existence-consciousness and 
ignorance are the material causes of this illusory world. The 
effects of ignorance are of equal existence with ignorance, so 
ignorance is their modified material Cause as distinguished from 
their unmodified material cause which is the substratum 
existence-consciousness. The world in its aspect of impurity 
and the like is absolutely different from Reality, hence Reality 
( existence-consciousness ) cannot be counted as the modified 
cause of such a world, so its material causality should be 
deemed as illusory. Hence Reality is the material cause of this 
world by being its substratum merely and not by being 
modified in its form. And the substratum must be the seat of 
the absolute negation of the superirriposed, so both of them have' 
iinequal existence. If the world be the effect of consciousness 
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alone, then unconsciousness () in the world becomes 
accidental. Because the world is both real-unreal, it must have 
the material both real-unreal. In the absence of one pervading 
material, the pervading or universal cognition of all objects as 
unconscious would be groundless. As the forms of falsity and 
unconsciousness which are the forms of ignorance are 
experienced in the world of experience, so ignorance is its 
material cause. So we come to the conclusion that the 
inexplicable cause of the world of experience is no other than 
cosmic ignorance. 

By establishing the falsity of the world of experience^ 
inexplicable cosmic ignorance has been traced as its material 
cause. Now by looking at the same world of experience from 
the standpoint of the ultimate reality—the substratum existence^ 
consciousness, the same theme is being proved. 

The substratum-consciousness is self-luminous, unborn 
existence and void of known attributes, so it is beyond the 
limitations of time, space and other things. It reveals itself 
otherwise nothing would have been revealed, but it is never 
revealed in its full nature ( ). So the same thing 

is known and at the same time not known. This can be possible^ 
if there be the principle of ignorance.* Without ignorance 

^ I-coDscioasness cannot be said to be different or different 
as well as non>different from Brahman. There cannot be 
absolute difference between ^ J%va ^ and Brahman became 
consciousness has been proved to be non-dual. The self is 
not separate froxp consciousness because it is not the object of 
ooQSciousness and it is perceived. Brahman aud Jlva cannot have 
the relation of the genus and the individual, the substance and the 
attribute, the cause and its effect, essence ( ) and its adjunct 

( whole and the part, and in the absence of such relations,, 

there can nowhere be found difference as well as non-differ^ce. 
Jiva is not a real part or transformation of consciousness which is 
immutable. That consciousness having limitation is the Jiva, la 
this self-luminjbus Reality which is oar own nature, we do not find 
the right experience (I am Brahman) and we find the wrong 
experience (lam i^ot Brahman \ Therefore it should be admitted 
th#t this particalar experience happens owing to impediment. Thia^ 
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there oanoot be the knowledge in one form and absence 
of knowledge in another. This veil is the basis of 
superimposition. For the superimposition of a thing, it is 
required that the thing ( substratum ) should be manifest in 
general and its aspect which is contradictory to superiinposition 
should be veiled. Hence, the fulness ( of the substratum 
existence-consciousness, ) which is contradictory to 
superimposition being veiled and its aspect of revealing being 
unveiled, there is superimposition of the world on the nature of 
consciousness. And this is due to ignorance. The essence of 
existence-consciousness, because it shines, becomes the ground 
( ) of ignorance and by being not manifested in its aspect 

of fulness becomes the object of ignorance. * The substratum- 

obstruction of luminosity of Reality is not other than ignorance. 
The real obstruction of the luminosity of the self-luminous is not 
possible, so its obstruction is unreal or inexplicable. Thus, it is 
dependent on ignorance, ( In dreamless sleep ignorance is the veil 
of consciousness ; hence elsewhere also ignorance is its veil). 

♦ The support of ignorance is consciousness. It cannot bo 
seated in unconscious things. If there is perception of anything, 
then it is no more veiled, hence the veil seated in that unconscious 
thing cannot be known by valid knowledge. In case the veil is 
known, there cannot be the knowledge of that thing at that time. 
And if there is no perception of the thing, then the veil supported iu 
it cannot be known, because there is no understanding of the thing at 
that time. So there is no proof of ignorance being supported in 
unconscious things. The unconscious things such as the pot etc. are 
particularisations of consciousness particularised by ignorance ; hence 
they remain unknown unless and until their unknownness is not 
removed by temporal cognition. Both ignorance and unknown 
objects are alike superimposed on consciousness ; as a result of this,, 
ignorance becomes the predicate of that object, though its real 
subst):atum is consciousness. Due to the non-production of temporal 
cognition which is opposed to unknownness of objects, things can be 
unknown, as such it should not be held that they are the substratum 
of i^norunce. Ignorance having for its object the ever-complete 
BeaJit^y is non-different from the ignorance having for its object 
the |k>t etc. because the said Reality alone, owing to its being 
conditioned by respec^ye limited objects, becomes the object of 
limited experience. 



'existence by being particularised by causal ignorance becomes 
particularised by effects also; hence there is the identity of the 
nature of one existence in modidoations and in the modified. 
Though, through the pre-eminence of its aspect of 
unconsciousness, causal ignorance has difference from existence, 
still because its existence is by the existence of the 
substratum, the cognition such as “ the world is existent ” 
is possible. 

To sum up:—-along with existence-consciousness which is 
the substratum of the world, there must be another modifying 
principle. That principle should be such as (1) is not produced 
from anything, (2) is not existent or non-existent, (3) has 
the capacity of manifesting itself as false things, (4) has no 
independent existence, (5) is unconscious, witnessed and 
supported in the substratum, (6) through which' its support 
does not get modified, (7) by which the transcendent nature 
of the substratum is partially veiled and it is made to appear 
as a plurality of effects, (8) through which the substratum 
(in which there is absolute negation of the appearances ) of 
more essence manifests as endowed with appearances of less 
essence illusorily identified with it. These conditions are 
fulfilled in the case of ignorance and no other thing of such a 
character is experienced, so cosmic ignorance is inferred as the 
root material cause.* 


* Ignorance has two forms, one is of the unconscious energy, 
another is contradictory to knowledge. ( If ignorance had a 
beginning, then it would not have been ignorance. The word 
^ ignorance ^ denotes that it becomes eliminated by the rise of 
knowledge which is contradictory to it. From this it follows that 
before the rise of knowledge ignorance remains in all times. This 
would not have been, if ignorance were with a beginning. Besides, 
ignorance is the material cause of effects relating to the beginning of 
creation, so it is beginningless. ) Of these the latter is not perceived, 
in the pot and the like. Ignorance becomes contradictory to 
knowledge by remaining in the same substratum as that of knowledge. 
The pot and the Hke are not the supports of knowledge. The other 
form of ignorance is perceived even in the pot and the like. The 



The world owes its existence to the substratum Existence- 
<Jonsciousness (Brahman), as well as to Ignorance which 
veils and apparently distorts its nature. Ignorance is an 
inexplicable agency, incapable of being described as absolutely 
real or absolutely unreal, as being partless or with parts etc. 

( Hence it is called Maya ). Ignorance and its productions 
being not on the same plane of reality with Brahman do 
not affect Its non-duality and Its changeless attributeless 
character. 

experience of unconsciousness in the pot and the like has for its 
object ignorance which is its material cause. It has been proved 
that unconsciousness which is the uniform characteristic of all effects 
is not separate from ignorance. Therefore in the pot and the like 
there is the experience of ignorance. By the pre-eminence of 
unconscious energy ignorance is the material cause of space and the 
like, ( beginningless appearances are dependent on the presence of 
ignorance.) 




APPENDIX D 

Quotations from important manuscripts 

3P^T%^TT^T<rt ^ 7 q qjT- 

I ?[cq?TMc^ ^2^T?iT^fliTrrj[ i ^1- 

cT’ITr'^ qf^% #qW?rT^q^T^, ^Pjqq^^mJFrqTjncT- 
s^P:T^^T^>^?qq^T=^ I IT ^cTT^ iTTirqWr^ ^cTTi^^T- 
^Tqn^Sirq^«TTiTT?f cT^T^#: cT^^> TT^fTT^qTJ%:, TT^q^IffTl-^- 
^c^TTUT^ I cTcT IT ^cfrsT'fSTq I IT TITJTTi^T^TTlTqi- 

TT^ I IT qifiT:, ^s^^^TT^fTT'JTWcI: TTWiT^'q^'jqTTTTqT'nmrl I 
iTTfq TTWTTTi^f^’Irq TTrTlcT^TTfqi^^^'tTTI^^q^in^ 1 iTP'^ ^5: iTI^ft 
TniTF^T^^qrlH ^r i 3 Tt^ i ^fi^siq 

^^STTT^'^I JTdlT^: TTTRTi^fTTqin?T^r^ 

I TTHTP^lft IT TTTITF^T- 

qpqpT^^sfq TiTiTT-^ft IT \ iniq \ niTiTf§iiT^iq 
TlTqq^IITt!^, 3TT% iPTiTfglTr^? ^TT5c[qr?TqTf'T%:, TJr^^^'^lTr'PT- 
%W^JT3Tf^^FiIRTTTt I infq sTSIT:, 3T4f%?TT^ff^c%s4-- 
%?TT^fTT^^%T\siI^^in(I, STT^fTl^ TT^fTT^^MirTg; I iT 
I sTTf^^fTfrt ^,iT,qfrT^ 

( 3TFF^ai(^^lT>TTR<pT^T “ ” ) 

() “ qq^i%^^^>^i%iiTfT^5iT^ 

tTl^ cTTi; TI?][ I IT =q TT?3T'l[ltq?TtST'^r^ I 



.cIN^^T 

I itfrt 3Fq«n 1 

^?Tf^'5t^tr^ci^^qfIT5R^T ^^qT^>:q;Tr% ^J: 
q^f^TTtinw I ^rq =q cici^frf^ ?^?Tf^i'ff ^ k - 

^^n(][l 5T f| ^?IT^- 

^r5TTf4 iTfTrr I ^«TTf| cT^RR^q^: I ^ ^J ^rq ^ 

^f^q f%R qR^ I ^q> ^ii\: Rf^qqT^fqT^iTT(l i 

3T^q5f?T qri^Ti^<I^q?'qif^>i ^r^q^r f^^^iqqTf i qq'iTRfiT- 
^Tl^I^RffR^Rcq^q ^k: qTR ff q^Urqf^Td Rq^qi3[ | 
qn^Tfqg^qfTRqqrr^ qR^rtfil^q^qT^HtJT q^jqi^^riRcq’qiTRtJiT^ i 
qi^qh%T^ =q qn^i^q?TRWT^qig[ i qq^ ^RRq- 
^R^rqj'B'JTtst? 5r rtt?! i q?R5f qr^i^JifiR^qm^n i 

Jiifq htH ^4:, qiRifq^m qq^ri ^ ^ 

I cR q|f^^iTTqi^ I qq^T?^ qruoTTiqTqq^i; i ^sq 
qqj=5FqqRqi^i 3T^^^¥R5=qrqTc]^i anq =q qq=^iqf^nit ^qq^qqxq^ 
^qftfRi^iiJT qqrnqTqrqjrqtqq^ qr5qi3[ i qq^^K ^q 

qqVqq^ffqqqqqfqq 3qqcR?TqqqqW«q I qrfFrqq %%>qT^? 
lliJRqT t ^q qsqiT^ q fiTTT vq4: I q qiqi'^^ 

Rif^: qqqkqqqf^: qTTv^q^jf^qqjqrqrqtqqqi^ i qqrmRif^ 
t| i^rrp^'^ qRqi3[ i q=q qqRT?^f^ sqqc^^ i ^nqq- 
-qqfl qq^^: qqwiqiqTi^w=q*qqqrfq ?i% qT=5qi3[ i ^qqq- 
^Kqq?q%: qq^qqqi^: qqf^^qnmqqf^ wqma RR- 

i'Wr^?r?qqi5qq%: i ar^q^qq ^oqr^qqiqq^ qq^fi%fiHq 
qqqjrt: i qi? ^fqi^qqqf^ q^f%>qiqfonfJrq 

q^qq irq^qs^ ^qi%^qq?^qq%: i qqqq^qf^ ^qfl 



(>) 

i* cr^’^wsTT^^jf^- 
3fgaT^TF?TTg: 5T ^fm I § =1 =? 

^=5^ I cT3r 5T (TT^ WOTT^^ 

srm JTRMr^ 

■?^<naTW I JWm^rqc^ ^ ^ i 

(TtrnTcTisf%|[:.^qcTi^r 

3Tf^ ^TiJ^ofr I ^ 

^ sfiTp^ ^ gi%^- 

?T5?TFF^t!)JTinf^'*T^T(![ I t 

^PFTH, rn^RjpT^iT^ %fc?Hf|fT4k?n^i?q^^Kig 13T?r: =!t^- 

'T?^?f»sf?q?n^:i...?n^if*?i?jn%nj?f ?ii^R?pfnpTg>#T ?^w?r?psrt: i 
? fi^T?=5if^^«i g ^iRiyqtgHengdqig 

§ ?5{HSiqTi^=5RTWq4n?^tqi^: I 

t {'?) HHTPifnqf f^TTfoiMdwiuiifR^^Hgq^- 

?tl|T!ra?q 

i%|: i qmq ^?m^: 5?f%5i;r 

3u^i%iT?rr%^«T ^ 5<=^, 3^1^ y(^*4i«imi^i?iTg^- 

qi%:, 5T ^ ^n?qif5[ qi^; fiq^q q^q^rfP?^im^^5T 

q^jireq ?m?TW^qTq>ii^ i I^TFrrfmMd+q a^liq- 

q^'<ri5=?Kq?Tq'^3iT, ?I%qi4q H^(ST5ERf|?T^qT^TC?Tq^T^I. 

'n*TOR^sngTii?qm%^%: I T^mq, ^^sr^^riqfj; ff^'qqsq- 

mqjf^mqigqqr^: i ^RT\mt^ qTqrm^qq|f%Tqqq'^igqq^: i 

ei?fn^?r ?r^?rf|c?^ i (^^ftqjriqj^) 

(^^n(i^ 3Ts«fqi%?qiq»K: i 

(rrrqf^t-'TiqjiRq^oni^) 

(q) ^ ^riT^Ff qt^Tqig^q;, qifciqj|THF(?:?fqqpq 

iwqK^fTrmniqsrisq ^rfe^^miq: i run 

=qig># ni?cq5I ^ri fJiSqq ^3T?T»niIi[ I 

(3i|rr5«nJi»^-q3^Tf^if^qT'iw^rr.) 





I ^^TrTT^T^ jft§it^^%Wf^(![rI(i,^rf^lWT^ it 

■1 !----—• 

(^) fiRfq^ T^5Tfrpn?r?^ 

I (R)f^M^r==n5fRn%?rr 

(5T <i) qn<ui+t^5Twi anq^^j^icj; grpp^sqi^t^: 

fWT I (rt?^ rrf^fTPT^ 555 h fr^rt 

Rr^ (RN, R f^ ^t:, ?mr ri% ri%ft^ 
Rni^i^ ^ i^+'iifRRiH ifiR^ if^i^ ftfsrffTsissr^jfrqT 

v:TJT^RiTfqTrfl^ ) I ( ^R%^I FnFq^TR^-'Rf^rf^R^oi^ ) 
( ^ ^) 3TVrR R3f4: rRR ^qrT %f^, RiT 

# fTHRinHRt ^I Rspir: f^ d 5 {^RWc(r 5 ??HIHI^ ^ %raRqrtR m I 
^KT: I R 5 Fn 5 JIJflT% sWRI 3 p.kT^ I R = 5 T ?Rnc|?T^??RTHfTPT- 

qmra ^ ?r^ I gJT^rrvqRm ^ g 

Rwiji, R iTHRFmT^^rr^^r ai^^riTT t^ri^rjrtR r RHifTTR qqim- 

q%: I R =^ RqtR=!TrR^ RR I aRTgnqq^Tr^ I R %?rTq;, 

qmmiR^-sR q ■dHit/iiri ^ts^q^iq^krfj; i ^RfTR^ypRrRRff w- q ^irt- 
»T^ 5 *RTT% 51 ^ I qiR g?(Tq: %=RHf R ^STiqiRTfqiJWTIRTqimqif^ qq fTPTIfq- 
^frmrqTHiq^ 3 i%?r^^qi^pr^ 5 i<r i rtR =qg^i|:, jfrrqsRm^qgnqrT^^q i 
3 R#qPTmg I dWR; frfq#itqT rr 3 ^fn?r q fTRFnq: i 

( q-3fTIT^^ri^TOTF5TMT ) 

^ rirtr f^)fTFrmR fqgqjq^f^Rqgqi^qq^: fnt 
RR rrtrTt^ sqrqmrR r*t g HTq^WHRT ^Rqq^ RTi^^rRsqmig snRqmt- 

q RFTTJfif^ ^ R 1 ^: I ( ) 

1 3 Tv 5 Qiqidl RI^Fff Rrqq^nMTjvsqi 1 RT ’^RR%qT Rr'^RrqqWRT 

T '>3 ®V 

^Rnrarrt qqqRf i ?rq ?Rqicq?qR frqqq^qig q gn%j; qroinq ^ 
?j;sqj i qj ?qfnqTs 4 i%qiqT: ?qq’f% 5 Rig qiqq^iTT, q, qff 

^T ^ftq i d : qqnqqqt fnq?q ^qqifiRq^ qqnqqq; i arv ftrq^qifq ?qifq- 
qqM^qrg ?qq^iq ?q?qRfl%qi fi% q^rif-q i| ^?qnifr%qr, ^ 4 - 

wnqf»??qit|: i (arftrqqrq^i^qT 'rarqqq^qn?qT) 



.^ i§ 

T^'Tw^ ?T«nT^ rT^iTT^fn^TF^'m fig;^rTiwn 

I W »IU ^T^: 

( ^ ) “ f^:^TfRT Wl%(I^f?T^ cT^- 

sTf f ^i^=cT^ ^m^- 

f^=qT j%|:%r^iTr^ i sTcrtsf^fT^^^r 

cl^i?l%T=^: ^T^'l SPY'TIFCIS^: it 
... ^rn%r# ^]^ ^rCr^TTTFIT ^m%5c^f%?TlT:, 
f^?TJn% 3TWT^T?T5r^qiT^g[ cTW 

^r^PI |.,..^ f| 

§ ^q^^RmWTcqsirfiT^^Tig I ( 

M^JiHIrfl ) 

* KT^ ^ Rnqif^ I ^ 

^^n%% I ?rfq Tf q qifq ?T^^'^*rfqf^qqj [%^ qr^iqiiq- 

?T^ 5FT5[iT%f^?r^ I 3??mi qi^TqTrrqTT^ijqn^mqr^iHfqsqi- 

qnq: I qj '^q ?f^^i?q^qq^ ?t^jRra:?TomT^ %!;, q i%^h 

jjqFn5[iqqtqqd: i qj qqiqi^q t% q qnf^ %q;, q, ^q^Ki- 

si^^^qqqTqfqTfj; i q% qqpjoiiqqiq^q'i^'^qqqtq q t%qwn^ i 

X qii%qq^%^ q^q 3i|qq; i (q^rqr^q^) 

i^qq q$ qi q^qqr^^q^qFqRqqj^qrgqqq: qiqqr ^q^ q?^- 
qqqq; q^uTtsqqqVqqiqrqfqig (qr^q aqqtoriqiqrq T^-qirq 
^) q>Hw(|q?ffq qr^qq I f^q^ qiT^Siqqq^q q|;^qi^T^ q 
qrTrd^ I 


t qqifqtqqrqr^t qqf|OTqn%%qTiT^ qi^nq^qT 3Ti^fqT?^%]^ 



+qfqtqi%: ?qiq; i (q'J^^i%itqRW) 


qf»?q sqfqqT^eqi^- 




(^) 

Vtf?l^<Jt Cl^f tW^ tl% ?f^^:^<nFrT5^i3[ I ^TTm^- 

...wsn ^f^Rxffr: 

^1#!% I ^ sRrsrm^- 

ir#T^ I cT^T^ ^«^T ^WR- 

^T^rwFT^Tini^Wj^sf^ ^rm^'^WT^Tm^TTi^^, wirn’ 
liirwRTfr: ^^rin5r^cft^f(^5r^T^TTJT^«3'rsf7 T^jq^fTT^Rfi- 
fr^T'RJ^ I ^n^T J <^1 STin^^HT^^- 
fTHl (Tg[!T^^TiTW ^ ^tfn'|^T|cTr^T? ^T^ffJT^RT 

^ ^ I ^ =5?F?T- 

lI^R1FcT?TTFfTf^ clt?*FFaA^r ^mcT I m: ^TtTT^^g^ 
JRTT^Tl^ 5T ar^anf^ ITRTWW l....3T^c^f4^ Jn^r^5T^>^5Tr- 

5T"I^>^TI3T^ q^jqq^ l ?! ^ q?l?^!£n?#TTi^ qqvr?qi??T:- 

<|!<®l*^4t<i)|r^, srRr^l'W i^pMMUIrq i^hmtT^ I 

('^'!q5»4i%f|HTqriTqqqnf?m) 

(?r) '^"m^IW^T: ?T^ ?^fl^ 0 T ^ rr>rcRjH I 

f^?jif f i'5r:->^*qf^f|fiqjT) 
(»t) arqq^: |Rwq?^TgHqi%^ i r% qRiinf^q q^Tiq^ qi i 
’Ti??:, ^qsiFPTmii'^^mqTf^, ^q^qltqf^qgqf^oiRWicq^T^Fqig i ^ ^ 
?qqi»iHW?iH, %q<5€q<Jit5f^qT qfq#Ji =qTTO?T?TT^Ri'HqFi:. i ^ 

(3^TOi?^nsT»J^qn ) 

1 ( ^ )/T ^5F ?qq^T f^Tl^t 

^T^qt I ( ) 



( ^ ) “ ^?T|TT4 ( Irqsr ) JTc?T^^^ ^PROitn^^* 

(TW. (T^ rI|5TWT^I=T 

^ ^ T^r5T^ I ... g^lfRUT^Hq^mf^r^JT 

lih^H T%i^%, fr^ T^^l’l 

(^=5nf^frr|T!Tf«r?Tfi'TT|ri^?i'«T’t, RRre^?r?jre5T R^m^rn^T- 
5ig^nii?r^ R«r^?i^Hre^iTqi ?n%?^FPT^: i ^nquiR^rfr- 

iRq’iqf ?t?qT ^ri^qr R^tqoifqmi^ rr^^^s-qgqi^f q 

sRTri% I (?Rqrreq?Rsra:) 

* 3T% ?nq=^ si?qqTcqqRrt|: RR?n'^, ??rw 

qiq%; i ^ q wfi'qr. 5^cqr?Taif^ i qq^qt^ qrrRi ^mww- 
spFi^q: qqn^T^iii; qfiTqt^, qiR Rqq^R^q^sif^ q^^fiwR i 

qq'tq'nR qiw ^qTiR?i%^R^qrait: HRf?;q?*fqiq??rroi aTqft^qi?^ t 

qrcqgqrqgRpqf, 3Tqiiq?rmi?Tq!^fHT?f?qii^, qR^iqifi; ^fi:i%Ttf^q4: i rwi =q 
qqm 3TRqT fqqq5i^T^fTHi5'q5qr5Tq?TriH^q ?Tf^ qq^^wq^qrii; q q trq ^ h 
<^q q^ f fq i (q^T^qT^qqqj^r4;) 

t J^lf^qiT^twaritq^'^ITqqfiqRqj fTH f^5;':q?f i q^w^S^- 
qqjq qi%q^ ^(Sr^RiqiRr qiqqq i ^q q3[q?qTqiR %f?r qq>. 
qjiq^iqjiHiqqf: i f| jfqn^fn^ qqrfq q?q qqr: q?iqq?iqjmiq- 
q?i qq?sq: I 

§ fOT^qiqqji^tqqT^gqqHnrqn^i^qqiTt^Tq^ fing^CHf qnq- 

qnqq^qqfiqqq: i ^fqfnq q q^q^ q3i:q;^'^ q 

q^q; qq qq^^qq^iq: ^qf^ i f^iq^qq q ?nq5qpr?qgqRiTq?q 

fnqw qj^q i [amrqTq-.-qvq^ f^qrq^qR f^?Tt%!,§^ 

;q^ qTq^q^q?qT^?fiq^R f^’fq q?^R R'jfnqw qiqfiiR 

^qrq, =qq4?TR j^qR^rqqjfnq, q^fq^rR^gsqqqiq't qqqnR qqrsqq i q^?q 

(ficq^q ) ^wn^q q^iq 

Rqqwqi^Fgsqq^qt q ^qjf^] i qwtc^ g^'^qiq^ Rfqqi%fnqqq^qq^f- 


qq^q«qq i 



JfR^^TJTfWRT^^ cisf I ;Tn'^ x^ ^ 

m?r5T^Wf?r»TRT^ I ...iTRtTf%: ^\f R^- 

-T^lrf^ ^ 5(^cT 3T«ril%|t rT?^f%5n^TR#t^^- 

*=*T^ I ... ir^^RR JT f5 

IT^ cfSJPW >TR !T^?^ 5fl^ ^ JT^'^cT t... ^\m- 
?TRif^r T%^rT mirsT^ ^ fsi t%t ^ ^ 

T%^ ^lF5^c^Tl^^irTTT^I%|t ^ irR^cIR^JTRkT^ |§ 
... fT^iTT^?TTrlRtS^IcTf^R*T^TT^q’ ?nr%, 3T^- 

clI^ff^iT^f^IiTT^PI^I ) 

( =? ) “ aTT% W'^^R- 

^T^TT^g^^R'Tf^OTllfr, ?T ^ STf^T^:; STf ^2 ^ ^T^iTt- 

r^RH^rm ^ ^ 3TrRf ^i 

f% ^ 3n% ^2ff^R^^R5^t ^JtTJ^I- 

irr^fJrf^^w^TT^'^RR^-’^TJR; i ^ ^ qa- 


J stfnar^'T«wn?r€Toncq|^^fcmrTai^ ?th i ^TfrmfqT- 

q#^q?q5i?T^5(n'^ Rq$i5^qH'q5=qTi'^^iqT; ^Jtqqiqq 

^HHTpirfTi^JiqTjTq^; 1 111^7%: qinfnfif^iWT?q qrm^Fn^iri^qqg- 
I a^fnnnqT ?ni%t<i ^ qmoFm^q 1 
t qw^ q*T[oin«T ?r^q =q q^MT^q^qf^ ?req ?r?q ^q- 

^qilTH qHTtrfq ^ fnfqr ?ra#qf^ sr^msTHr;^ q 1 

§ «wi jTfRqqi ?:^qqH^q qr^q q qi^'%^ ?mi qii^q 

fnq^% ^^qqn^q q qj^n%^cqfnqcq'rq qq; qr^q^iq^qf^^rq: 1 

$ (5F) 3TfrT?rrq^qT5«rqT%5Aq ^qTg>^qifTpqqq qr^qqrq^RfHiq- 
?nqT%#i sT^TT^t qicq qTi% 3 Tfnrrfnq?iT (aqfnfnrrqq^qrfi;), 3 ? 5 :q^in mq- 
i%5TfTTrr?q^ wTqfqqr^cqr^t^ 1 

(37iq?^o'iT^4jt«rqTq;qi 'qTqq??qc?Tqqq-f?^qqnTr!qqi^^^) 

^iqqi^Tq?^ifTqqp3[ 1 () 



5T ^T RfiT'^cT^r- 

JT^T^ ^Tf%vfRTr ^RTO?cf I 3RR5ri|VTRi[%# rTipTff^- 
^ tr^Icm I . 

?*pr: cTci^^'iiTJTR'TT^i'tf^iRr ^s|- 

^:, cT?^l'%^q[riF?T':qR:, 3Tf^«rT 

’Ttinftlt TI>Tlf^5f^R)TT^cT?^cI?^?R^r^ tr^lTf^: | * 

^ ‘C vS * 

. ^TfR^Slfr =^f^RfT^?^cT5^, 

^<rfnt it ?r 

*{ ^ ) 5RtI^ JTI^flvpT 'jTRHyi^f^ig ^tW'TT 

SIHT?Tt^T?H^i|c<^T%T^; i ( aTgrWfJl^TT^: ) 

( ^ ) 5 :^?qii'?r 5:^01 TRoiri^'T f^?n%?r 5 :^ 

«^W?I^r aRT^Tci IWT ’TTRITR ^RgqRRRRR I 

( 34H-I^qui^?{ q?fqi%im^rqn^) 

( \ ) 375I%^rII^;jn5rT5R^ f%'R ^qrf^'flS^RRP^: I 

fW =R RVTT5R} ^ffRqjRt ^fRTI^ ?nRT 

ST^RRcSH ?RgR? 7R55R ?ffR^5TyTS?IRT^ =R TR^R^fi^T: f?R?RR3H 

^RRRI^iURRI^IR 3TfR5!l?R aR^RTR^R RRRTR 1 ( RTSRRRTRRTRT 5R1RRT ) 

3T?R;R?R ^IRRRTRRT R^1T<R^RR1RRIRRRR rrh^trir^^t^i- 
■fRR: RR't^^ '3[RTf%R: I 3R?^RPT RfRRR?4rRT^ RR'RSRTffTfRTt^ =RfRR RRIR- 
RTRif^ 3TRrflRRTRfRI^ ( f RRRI^ ) ^fRll^^RIRIi^; 3R?RRRfR^ I fnf RJ'R I^RI- 
%I^RT^R^I^RRRHRR:, R^RR^RRRRTf^R^ aRWITR^R^RTFRR; RRJRTIr^ 
f%TRf?i: ?Rf fTR RR^RRIlicRTRRR; T^RTrtT^IRRRRTRT^R^- 

RRR 1 

I 3T^HT?f R{nj5RT|Tf[ fTHI«fRI5?qR?tgRR%, R?RR R Re: Re: 

^ 3T? RRTI^ RI?^ieR^TRRIR R^RTJfRRRT RRIRR, TfRJR^ ^R^- 
tRT:?; I ^R'R ^RT I 3TTrRT RIR^Rs;{: RlR^^^RIRRf^oimi^RtRTc^; I 

STIRiRR ^<R?^R RsRRjRT^RRR R^RcRTR^ ?reRII^ fnRT«TR?> 

-?<R^RRRRTTfRri'^ari?T I 





A5fqT^T%ir^T^^lc][ I 3I5S^T%?n^?TcT fl% ^ I ^T, cT^f 

?T?f?^^R5?^?{T^ I 5Tl| ^\^ 

iTJT:?Tm«;4in% i*.^nfr ^^fn^TirR^^Tr^ m: ^jr^cftf^ 

s^^fl^TcT fR ^r^i3[ I I ^ |n^5??trT 

ffIcRT, cT(1,^iI 5T?^ iimon>Tf^^ 1 lTfTR?cf W 1^ 

sfrq'T^R^i^TW^'T^fT^in^ i in<Tcn^ sR-crt R^fH'^Jrm'Jic^T^ i 


*( ^ ) T^nn#H^«I fri?reqig5«?TOTq^?T^ 53C?qif|T^^ERf>l: I ?T^ 

^^4, ^FTwr^ ?rT%?5'!!^RIg3<^^^^qr<lTc% ’q^inJT?n'T?T<TT f^^^niqi- 

A<^i5«jq5Frtq^T% <Tg[qi?r5Riq5c^Tfj; i f5Tfni%ci^q ^ ?ti^ 

3iwi}KTi?Tqr 3i?n^ f^WTqrnT^ i fn^nn^ HT?r mitwi, rt^qf ^ ^Tf^f 
Hvjfii^iffi^ I 1% ^ in^m^ rTtjip^ =q fif^jR^qjT-.HqmH^RTqq 
^^p5??i I arwptTT ^Riq?^r-q^ frtR^ fif^sTRrqr^gqq^; i r =q qpmiq^- 
?I3TT?fl?Tq?q^?Rfi^q^J!7IMf qqfqaUFTRTE^HTqm q^t ^ 
Hiwq^ qm^R^T#TH^^ qi^qiT^TM^q ft^^I#T^ arJqRqjsqqTf^ 
?R«i'>f>Mi#T^5FqTqq^ i%€i^qRTW5qRTfTq^«T i so^^nqi^sstf- 

?rmJ: JTq?qT?^ ?Rq qt*f?qcqtg- 

'N%: I RmxfTR^qiqql^ ^4Tm?rf^qq>T^, ^ ’qR 

^55^, 3ig;^qR[q?lTqq--qf sqq^BTq^qTgql^Tn^m^f^, rTStrrfq fTRi'^qq^n'^qr^qq?- 
^ffq5^q5i<jq+.iM(n®qqr|a?qT^5?R[RTq^q qrTiqR ?fR qffRTRfqqdifqgqqi'^^: i 

(^) fn?ifqi^Nq;5qqrrq'fr( sqqRiqRRTT^qqRtq^q qiHRRfTRnqqq^ 
ST ^qit^ I f^^fqqgsqq^Tiqqni ^rt^; i qi^smi Rfrarf^rqP'qqn, 
wqf? ^ ^HWRrgsqq^iiq^RTTf^, mTiqrfl^*!^ '^^^fTR’Rnjsqq^uqrR^ 
*IRTqRI?TmqTT>IW i fTWI??; R ar^sq^^rpr: qinif^: I 

(3T#if^i; 




■ W) 


(^p«Rf^Tf%fn “ ” ) 

( ^ ) “ ^ ^r^T ^3T%«T-^T- 

mi\ (T?^> cT^T5ff|[rTrRmfn^?T 

cIT^TFq^^ 3TWTFTc^ 

^ 3T[«5nT%5p^rf5f-^ 1 ”* 

( ^qsqqiyi^fTT “ ^Si^ra'^F^TTg^ra: ” ) 

(^ ) “ aT’t =?r # ^5qn%^-cT^- 

s?iRRj^'r ^T I 3Fc?»fr^sfq T% ^5?iTftf^%SFT^fT: ^frT-=^i- 

ftA% ^ I 5T«T> ?rTiTT-^#rt F 

t ’7^: 'rr: i 3^frptr=iiT 

i>r«n: ?rr%'%fr?^^eq^m??f5T ’T^?'T?:m'5Rr*5i?-4?n«nHq^m^ i 

§ 3?if5<=r ?ri^ ?fqjQ5^i%^.'T i sT'JTvru'ifi^T^T^^'^T- 

I ^ ^ f^'T^f nl'jif s^fTT:, sif^HT^rq; 11%'5 

?Tnf?«tR^'Trn€'T^~5%'^ I l S^^q^tn rrf|qqq?^q ftiq 

fmpqq^rc ffqwn^ ^Tqqqqq?qif^ t q '%qTrgq^qn^HTffq=?r>^ 
f(Ff 3Tqd?Tmfq -^rqq^q, 3T?q^i ^f5=€^a[TT^: i q arqfj; 37?r^n^qiT- 
j'lH?#, ^TTTrrfqi^qn?! ri^^Tq^:, qm^sqjfriRi'Srn^q^q rrfqiqrqiW'Tr^ i 
?rqr^'^'r?rT3[T?qT'n5ffq^q i i t| q^^qn i 

>^q =qTgqq; i =q ?f^^ffqTq^i: ^fq'^qrn^q^q ?i^rTR;i^ 

I 

* Tq ?^t: Fqrq^criqt^ ?r«TqiW, fT?q 3f®q>=nq^qTfi; 'iq^sq^TTq 
^Trqrq; i q# qqqiq;, arq^-qqqqi^, sTqrqi^ q^'i'n^r, qifq 
f^^q^rqr, q^qi: »Trqs#^fqToqT^: i... ^qRqqqjqi iqqqiOT«fi^q- 
^q?^q qRqif^Mqi^gqqf^q ^^qq'SFqrgqqra; i qi =q wn 
?<qfqj^5^?rRn=qr'?R^qTq*3qqqf? ^q^qqrqrc^ i ... 3TT«T#^'q5^ 
3T^q*hqq*5Fq ^qi4: i n%q ?^q»Tr5fTr^=5q?qTf%i|:, f^q^%T^?tq 
^ q«i?q I l^q hqfq?^il?iqf^c^ i (5q«iqj^Tn%q!?n ^qqqigqiqrqqra;) 



(t^) 

-w^lt5ri^fT«r?^ ^t’T'TNI^ 

f^rs?% T%T%t^?^*?TW: cr*TTT^ (T^: ^- 

^T^vt: ^=Eg^ 11%^ 

^srmR ^3^ 5T^^r?r?T q-insfm jt 5 ^- 

l^l^k^, W^fT- 

^ W^TcT IT^ 5=7^1^ JT I 3T«J cT^^c^TtT^- 

3nfrRii^^[<j[ 1 ?r cth?;t%^ 

snf^ ch^r^ ri^h- 

f^JfcTft, RT^f?^^RTRT^#n|fn^sWIRm, ^THR f^R^- 

^4^Tr, R^RTRT5r^'T?^ni%^l^R 

iTRifr ^ ?(n:«n trsri'^i'fd^^RM: 1 cT?5^f^fR ^ 

^ IH I'qf^^mrfT^qifj# i^»^, ^2 i%HWfT- 

'Tr 3?^^?fr ^ 1 ... i^TJif^'sn^i^TTfq 
WRT'^tF^% R^^'i['!rf^*TR55?l'JI?f'sp^: ?T ^T 

fRnSrrT?^ ^'fRrPfq ^m?Tir-H^ifi; ^sriaft^Ti ?n*n^- 

sRTjqcr ffq^-. I nvn'I-j'JiwqT rr^r i%q- 

3Prr4?r?q ^sq^q ?iTqT'qi?iirr?qqv^^ mfiqiTm»Tm^ 
fl«q?iqfq fggfqic^, fTHlSTq?^qcqiq?j^ 1 ?r4I ^IRPqqrq; JOi: ^5TfiH%iq?^'T- 
Frq^M+K«i jui:, <T^fr4?r?q Rqqf^qf^Htq^q jo^q ?rTqi?qRin^<T?qHi%jn- 
'T?!^ I ff^^q^noT ^TqlqR^mqr^q^qji^ q>4, rf^fr^q f^qq^rf^- 

HTq?q q?4oi: ?FWl?qT?ni%fr?qq^: I rnqigqrTqfqqqJl^ot ^tT^Fq fT^fT^fF^ 
f^qq^fq’Tmq ^FmFqmSrrFqqiqqj^ i rt^^ sqifTT^oi Rqjqr^^ 
f|%n: RWi'qf^qqdtql^; i^qj^qi^^T | j^qf^'%. 

f^qlqmf ?rT*TI'qTl'3rfFqq?Tqiq: I ?nqT ?HTHTqFfr§fF^°kqq|?qi?qjq^q 

iS’iqTq^q gtspqr q ^qjci; qqqrq^q gqqiqri^ q^q^ qi F j ; I... f|?fj<T- 

WTqq^q^qlqJF: I%5I?q^qiqf: q?rJ^^fq^: | 

(^q^fnqi^fi^) 



=^?iFqT%%: I 

( ^ll^'ll^l^rT; “ ft^T55l^: ” ) 


* (^) R'r«t§^T^m f| ^!t:, 3T^iw(T?rTO'ni^ i 

rl^: (^fT^q^rir^;) fn^Rtq ^#1: ^ I 

fT ?r«T^r( I =tfI«T^qT^c^ ^JT^t I ^^PT: I 

=??pq^ rT^qrm^, jon^Jn ?r^^ni^ i ^nr^ fr^i; 
3Tgrn%^-5PTi^ 13TP ^ 

UrOT^ I JIH ^I ft^tWT?y5«PTT^ m 

P^5l?tT ^ I P PRc^; T^Pt I 3T?r>n^ 

fTPTlPI^JffPn^ fTHT^Tqf^HT^iWPTf^ I ^[%TRmq?^TOni^ I 

PFnf^ rrsTP^tqifj; i jg sicn^HR?^ htp f^%friHT^ %i^. jt, RHir'p- 

spfTqqpTPRTs^i^?^?}; I prf^ 

f^«r?f#m^ 5# iTc5fp5i;ti:, =5Ti^friJT>TT^ ^rn%rR^^oif^ 

ai'^'t^Hisromi?; i g??qfrf5??fcp^Ri^H ^a- 

*5P6n^oiTW I a^^iTT aawfiir^ ^Hi^ipaf^Ran:, ^^rff^^twesTwaair i 
i%3f RpTWPfjiaa^p^P^*? R^qmi4>>Ti^ in% PcW'^^ir^ ^5fna??i^ 
R«Tqi%T?Hm?PT:, <T5nR araT^ffTai^wfaT f ^ pg ^RaiH'^ai^ r 

f ^ ? q^ iT ff TT3? I qg g»ai;qTaT^P?fTO I'^W^'Sf- 

Rw qr^ a, t^'sptr^^ a>^5Fynt5; qrapr?: ^pqj^roiirf^- 

a'^q?MR(gMM^)3q I rRHTf]; a'5FqFrraT^re?PJTia 

a^Mit =a RaaT^r^q^T^: Rwrf^pwpq ^''aa?if5(rn'[S[giRq^^q Rnq^- 
af stT^iTTJrqr q^?j: i a^r Rqat^inaml^'PTl^^itRf^#?#. 

argisq ^^q?agqq?Ta l 3TT=qn%^?P5pqa»»TWTa fcq'4: I 

(^) a^q' a»5pqfa?T'rTa'aq^R a^q^qaiapqpraq^, aara'apqR fai%a- 

f^a qM, a*q?q;q?q qan^^fi^o^ a^ifrreqq %q;j q, 

wq^qi qaiRT i^qiial; i iqqfqwqqarwq?^ T^qqa'q^i qaTf^%% 
%^, a q5TqT%ar^aJTa at a^^a a'^spa: a t% aaa af ^^a a^a ap^a ar I 
aa^ ^ ?aaf^aaT^#i ^ aqaa a? ai^a^ a^, a'a^ a^ i aaq 
a^qp^q^aaiapaf^aair^, apaar a'aa? ^q ij^ a^qaai^r a»q?a t 
ar^aal a afawqTaTl: i a arafafqaifqprpRj'a: a^^at aqr'^ i ara ?q. 



(?) “ ^%HOTcri^: f^friTT WffcT 3re§r 

?5f ^oT ^ m 

?T!f!iq?3n5 ^\ ?rTq "f > K omT ^ : %JTTf^ WT- 

toi q^qteqqrfT^rqic^ qrjrsqj^ i t 

^^5^ ftwRpsJt sTifJTispnq, 

*TTm>TT^ I 3?VI rrRT^ %fj;, 

?f^ i ?mi =qi|<qT^|: i 

fiqqfq^q =q ^ ^ Tqqfqi^fqqqiq qiqiqrq; 13w 

qrRqqq^fqq^iJq ?f<OTq %Ff}q; %c^. q, ?jq7rF?R?q 

qdlqqq??j{<JifqqqsF7q %q qRMq qq^jqWq; 

?5aqqqq^, 3q?ii|=q i ?Rqig ^i%Rjiqi5q q^qw^} pj4- 

qjq^iqqjqtq qi^yq q q^ qq; gqq %5q; i 

(q^q?^fT%q: ?qqqT^o{q:) 

*(^) q qmq q^iMj^^q qTn^.^qjttfj; rRqT^q^^^f^tp qqiiq i%sq 

qqqjR^q qqqi^^sqqTqsqqTV^^f ff^qqqWTRrq^ I ( q^I^qiqqfotqi^T ) 

(q) 3Tqq; qnqqi^qqq^^qq^fqFqgqqq; i qfq%: ^ qq^qqf^'^r 
qqrq^ qqqq®'" R^rqor qrfjq^ l q q qqn?}^q^ qjq^ | 
iqHiqoTqf%^fqi^gqq%=q i f% urqqiqqf^ qT^qjqiq, q^^qqq q q^ ^ q ^q 
qqiqqqiqqr ^qsqqrqqq qr q^i^iqiq; i q f? qsqqi qzqTrr qqfq i q f| 
sRiqqfqqtf^fq^ q^ qqTRqlpqqqiff^lJiRqigqqq^q | qqiqqqifqq^ 

q^q q qqq qqigqq^: i qqr q qqiqqqrfSRq^qirqfqfq q^qq 

^^^qrqrqrqT qq? q^iT^qqqnq?qf^irf qi?q%i%crRq ^iqq^ i qq;qq4q% 
iq'^q#: qr'^^q^ q q^rqqjjqrqfqqr-^-, aqqfirsq#; qr^ i^qqigqq^:, 3 to^ 
=q f^fqf^?q?qq ^qqgqq%: i qqq;^ ?RFi4qi^5cqgqq>f: I fi'q q?^q- 

qif ^(Uiyq*qiVK: q^ ?7$q q^sq; I spqqi 37qqq=R^f][qTqqqqTqr qq^- 

?qr^q^qiqqqr^ l qqqnjq^qNK^q q qTqqr^^Tqqj Rfqq qq^f qit^q- 
fqqWTq fqitq^g^^ q qqf^rqqqq: qryi I 3T?Rq^ qrqiqrqi^- 
wi^'q^'^'rqqTqM-qcqq qq^^qnq qi^^qqi qqqri^ sil'Rqiqq^:, qf^ 
qiPifqjq^^f f%f^qqqf^q qii^^ qq; qq?tqtq qqqqiq; i 

t (qr) 3iqT?«iqqT qqfq^qTfqiqqrqqq^^qi^: qf^qi^qqrqq^q 

q’qi^<:qpqqi 5 ’^qi q q»qqqif?f qf^oirq^q^ I (^qq^iy fqql^^q 

2r?i%f|sqiqqiqq^) 



( n ) 3^IrHWR«Tsftl%^;f%#T ?ITRT'Tn^^^'><nH 7T^%- 

stfr^T^qRRFTmf I (5T^<j;5r»Trj^wM^ii^^r) 

(w) are^mn^w? art-qw^q- ?r^qqw: 

H-^rfifft: I (imff^KqTfqqqoi^) 

(w) ^qrqwqr^mfq^q (ar^qm) ^^q^ic-qig i q qnrm^^f^ 
qtq^q %5, r^qqTqqrftqif^frqrq i (sq^u^itfiq:) 

(=q) ^ferfqrq; qTqiqqfqfqq^i^i^r^qqTq^qf^^lT^ qrqrqqfqq 

(^ t!'^ 'Ti’'q°qn?qT) 


(^q^ q^ ?^q qrr(i[ i^qr ^ sqim fqr^q f^»qqq?;^q^ 
sqrm qqr^?^4 qrlfH ?% f^xqpqsqicq^^q^^^^rf^ f^- 

qTwkwqqjq qqr Tq»q frHHgiqT?reqg?iTiq i (q^iqrigf^Trr:) 

(^) ^rfnqqri^rqfipjrr'q qPf qqifq? Ft^qi ?^q?qTv^ 

'HSHig qRi%=»itqiH »T%?5:tqqq i (^'dwAcquiq,) 


(5r) ar^trtqqfq qiq qinf| t%t^ qqiqi'^FqTq^ ^qqqnrqj- 

qqlf^^qqTsqrTqrrHrwVqfqrqqi^qnq q;^qfqTH q^qq i arq qf^q'iRtqT- 
qqrRqrq#a[q?qSf'Ji ^^qr-, ^q q^q^n^qr- 

qqiqRiqi%!>riqTqqT^q qrq^qrt, aqqiq«qqi%5qfi%^qrqq fqq«nqtq:, 
JrqpqTtqfrqqiqqr^q qiq'tjqt, aqqtjqTqiqqT^qTqfqr^qT^qTq qq^li^ I... 
'^q^ qf^q^qrqr ^^'feq^qqqrtq'ffq^q Tflri:qt?qiq[q q^q i 

(^qq^qq5=^T^qqTn%q q^pqqq^q^) 
(q) fJtaqijqRT^ ftfx^q ^^qfqntyqi^ I (q^pqqq^qqq?:) 


(5)^5 i^qrM f^^qi q qr 1 aqq qqaf5q qqjrqqqq:; qqqqrjqmtf^- 
qfftq f^qr^q,; i|qTq q q?q qfq?^qi|q^%?T^ %q 1 fSrzqiqigqrq^q ?q- 
qq#qqqi?qTTq^^ qKqrf^^qiqT-qrqiqq^qqT^qrqjiqqirqiqqqq^TTq qqri^- 
q'if’tqqaf^q qjqqiqrrrqiq 1 q q TffKqiTqTgi^i'^’iqTq ^ngf^fq^q^q 
qij qRi:, Rqqqi^qqqff^, q f|?fTq:, a^r^qqrqqq^qrTiqTT^q qiqq^ t 
qq3ffqqiRpqTqf%qr?qt^qifi^'^qi%nqT%qr5:qqr q qr^q ^qqqf^qrq- 
qTf^qirqf^qiqni'mq^Ri^ q^q: 1 


( a#f'iq||T^?^ 3l|qqq#I^T^-qrqqqqi^iqq5qiqqi) 



<Tcr^ f^W^rrrcTT^ I ”t 






qq^ srvqqipqq^ ^JTIfqFT 3TT^I?'T^^T'T%: I 
|(qr) 3TR’!r«r;qTfj; ?:^ft ^ Jnf^ nf^^tmr i 


( ^ ?q?T; HqiwPf^n^RPTTq; 3WW- 

i...f%^Tf^fpi; ?q?ft ^ HfTH i( '?9f'ni^q?Tai?mtrrffT) 

( *T ) fTPTTH^ T^PT^rKn^^NffR: ?^«T^ ^mi^T ^ 

rTilR ^ fTHtl^ ^ 3 fTH ^«nfH’3 f^K^Tr^q^: I 

(T3?Tmf^dHf3i?vrt: ^tjpTH'rmiSt:) 

(^) SPT 21^ ^ 3%r5^pn?T ^sTT^i^sn^-^- 

€mRPnfTi«Tf 3THT^ «mr 

qsq^n^ gpwirftf^r^?#«TPn^ sn^fn^i ?r 

^ f? ^lT^?r fFt rntTT aT^mT^RT^ I 






x( ^^ ?n%oTi ^ ^rwr^^flTR 

qq^ riHPTqi^ i.q ^ f^^qiqiqqiqf rrT|qqqRTOTm%fin%T|:, ^ 

^ wi%«q1^Rifi%^Ri'^^'qi«nT qr^qj ^T^^qnTqi^qqRqi^Hrqiqw- 
jn^rRi ;t?t^ fmt =qFqi5?qT«fqTqlqFi; i q ^qqinqqrqqnsHRTqqT^' 
?<Miqi*i?tHiq7qr^ qni'jfRiqq ^qwqiRciqsriqi ^m i^-'wqrq^^'JiM krit^* 
^iTT^T^ qi’sq; q«pqfqn^qriq?iq?fqTqi^i^ rid[irnq;qi^q3^i^ tR' 
Riiq^fqiqtqra; i (^n^qpqqigqqr) 


(^) HT^ ^q^RUR q^q Riqn^tqqqq^g Riqi^r qi^Rqiq^ftqTqTqi^ 
Rq^qi^ q qnR?%^Ti%5qTqqq!RTi3 1 ... '^ q “qigqi^ qrgqfqig”^ 

jqiqq i^RfqqqqM^q qgqjqi i ^^q^qqqq RH^qjmqmi^* 
qoiif^qji mq'^f^^sfiqsRrg q^^iqf^i^qiTlqqq: i qr^F^q qRqr^ 
§^^3*^= ^fqqiOT*qqq^ ^ qT%(qqi3iqqT^Riq i ... q^n- 





iwisTT^^nt i 

?T5f ^ 3T?cT:^'n'Tf?0IM^%^%5=4 ?2Tf^5R%rT5^^«n^- 

^ff%'?I?yt?n#T ^ WM (% tcT^ ^Ncf^ WT 
W^T: '?75n'^ ^ I 

s^rwfrR^ ifi^ i ” 

(‘ «nq7rr^%^5 ’- ) 

(j) %^- 

sTT^^Tf^r^ 

"Ed^'^rtij; It cTci«^ ^^{T^T^^^iT%5!??k5€RaT 
|f%l[I^T qi^STf|?n ct^I ^nfcRT^T^f^^R 

%l-^^'%?rfT f 1% I ^ 
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Adffta—119. 

Ak^sa—72 n. 

Atom —Atomic theory represented 78-79—refuted 79-80. 

Avidya—3. 

Beinsf or Existence—proved as universal 7; as substratum 8^ 
13-14, 20,144-145; diiferent views about it 8-9 n; as univer¬ 
sal attribute disproved 10; as genus disproved 11; as rela¬ 
tion disproved 11-12; proved as the sole reality 12; as 
particular things disproved 14; as( nine kinds of ) attribute 
disproved 15-19; as modifying substance disproved 19-20; 
as identical with consciousness 73-75 ; as universal material 
cause and not genus 118-119. 

Bhatta—his view about knowledge represented 51 n—refutation 
34, 54. 

Brahman—as material and efficient cause of illusory world 99; 
its Qodhood illusory 108-109. 

Buddhist—their view about Being or Existence 9n—refutation 
16; Criticism of their view about Causality 77-78; thei? 
view about error referred 120-oriticised 121, 127-128. 

Causation—the ^^ory of Causation Appendix A : The Theory 
of non-eidpjffttit effect, absolute difference between cause and 
effect, InJ^rence, refuted 112n, 114,115n; the theory of both 
existence and non-existent effect represented 115n-refuted 
116-117n; the theory of both difference and non-difference 
refuted 110-112; the theory of inexplicable difference 
accepted as conclusive 112-117. 

Cause—is of twb kinds-material and efficient 97; both Brahman 
and Ignorance are the causes of the world—Ignorance as 
modified material and Brahman as unmodified material 
(substratum ) 98-99. 

gp-existence—112,117,117n. 119,144,145,146. 

Contact of generality—rewons why its recognition does not 
require the admission of witness-consciousness 34-35,40-41-* 
refutation 35,41. 
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Contact of knowledge—reasons why its recognition does not 
require the admission of the production of an apparent or 
inexplicable object of illusion 126,137—refutation 126,137. 

Consciousness—different views about its nature enumerated 
21n; as witness of waking, dream and dreamless sleep 
22-24 ; as witness of mental modifications 24-31 ; as un¬ 
transformed 31, 133-134, 139-140n; as witness of stream- 
cognition 31-36 ; as witness of cause-efifect-relation between 
mental phenomena ( e. g. dancing and its knowledge) 36-41; 
as witness of extramental objects which remain unknown 
before their actual knowledge 41-49; as the illuminer of 
Ignorance and unknownness 49 ; of inner and outer objects 
and of dijBferent individuals not different 49-50; different 
views about its nature as self-luminous or non-self-luminous 
5l-52n—proved as self-luminous 52-57; its self-luminosity 
established through the analysis of dreamless sleep 57-62 ; 
proved as non-dual 64-75, 150 ; as identical with existence 
73-75; as reflected in mental modification 140n; as 
substratum of dream 137-139; as substratum of the world 
145-146; as identical with self 52n, 150n; as support 
of ignorance 151-152n. 

Cosmic Ignorance—as the cause of Cosmic Illusion 95, 97 ; is 
not a real entity 96; its recognition saves non-dualistic 
conclusion 96-97 ; is material cause and not efficient cause 
of the world 97-98 ; as veil of Brahma 98 ; as modifying 
cause 98-99 ; as inexplicable material cause of inexplicable 
world ( effect) 99, Appendix C ; as without beginning 101, 
157-I58n ; as destructible by knowledge of Brahman 101. 

Cosmic Illusion—implies Cosmic Ignorance as its cause 95, 
149-153. 

Dream—discussed 136-140, 

Dreamless Sleep—discusssd 57-72. 

Energy—this doctrine represented 82—refuted 82-84. 

Error—seven theories enumerated 120; the theory of the 
Inexplicable established after refuting six other theories 
120—133 ; has ignorance its material cause 133-136. 

JFallacy—of infinite regression (ad infinitum ) 10,11,16,17, 24 
52n, 53, 63, 14S ; of interdependence 15, 16, 59, 60, 61; of 
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superfluity of hypothesis 52n: of unwarrantable stretch 
56n, 61,121. 

Qod—as the eiBcient as well as material cause of the universe 
105-107 ; Qodhood illusory 108. 

Ignorance—as the producer of unknownness in extramentai 
objects 42 ; as positive 42-43, 44-44n, 94; proved to be 
objective as well 44-45 : its knowledge is not inferential 
46-48: as witnessed by changeless self-luminoua^ 
consciousness 49; as cause of veiling and illusion on 
substratum 94'Ob, 136; as inexplicable 94-95; as material 
cause of illusion 98, 135-136; as material cause of dream 
140; as supported in consciousness 151-152n ; its two forms 
152-153m 

Illusion ( Error )—some views represented 88-89, 120—refuted 
89,120-130; concluded as inexplicable 89-90, 127, 130-133; 
illusion 87, 91-92, 144-149. 

Illusory Causation—described 85-86; as an adequate causal 
explanation of the world 87-88. 

Inexplicable—illusory object proved as inexplicable 89-91, 127; 
world of effects proved as inexplicable 87, 91-92; effect and 
its difference proved to be inexplicable 114-117, ll7n, 118, 
119; an inexplicable material cause 119-120; world as 
inexplicable 141-144; objections to inexplicability answered 
142-143n. 

Jaina—their views about Being 9n-refutation 14,19-20; their 
view of consciousness 21n—refutation 71-72n; their view 
about cause-eflfect-relation 115n—refutation 116-117n; their 
view about error represented 128-refuted 128—129. 

JIvas—106 

Law—of thought 4; of causation 78, 85. 

Manas— 

Maya—3,153. 

Mind—as a modified substance 27, 27-28, 140n; through its 
analysis witness-consciousness proved 24-31. 

Naiyayika-Vaisesikas—their view about Being or Existence 
8-9n—refutation 11,17-19; their view about consciousness 
21n, 33, 38, 39, 40, 40-41, 51n, 52n—refutation 33-34, 34-35» 
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38-39, 39, 40, 41, 53-54, 54-56, 71n; their view about 
unknownness ( as inferential ) of extraraental objects 
refuted 46-48; their division of categories 55n; their view^ 
about dreamless sleep represented 58—refuted 58-62; their 
view about causality represented 78-79—refuted 78-80, 
llln, 114,115n, 118-119,145; their view of error represented 
120, 126—refuted 125, 126-127. 

I^rakfti—This doctrine represented and refuted 81. 

Pravakara Mimamsaka — his view of consciousness or 
knowledge 21n, 35, 52n—^refutation 35-36, 52; his view 
about error referred 120—refuted 120-121. 

Principle of Causality—various theories about it with their 
criticism 77-85; as accepted by the protagonists of the view 
WG are representing 85-88. 

Purusa—21n. 

Ramanuja—his view of error represented 120, 121-122, 123— 
refuted 122,123,123-124,124-125. 

Relation—as Being or Existence disproved 11-12: of conjunction 
17,19, 54n, 55n, 81,117n, 113, 133, 145, 146; of inherence 
9n, 16, 17,18, 54n, 55n, 56n, llln, 114, 119, 132, 145; of 
identity 28, 29,54n, 112,113,114, 116,117n, 119, 120, 135, 
145,146 ; of having a common support 18 ; as direct 19 ; as 
indirect 19 ; cause-effect 26, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 79, 110, 
118 ; of invariable succession or concomitance 27 ; between 
the mind and its states 28 ; of knowledge to the knowledge 
of knowledge examined 54-56n; subject-object 54n, 55n, 62, 
69,102, 121; of non-difference 55n ; between Brahman and 
Cosmic Ignorance 107 ; of the effect with its material cause 
112-118, 118n; substance-attribute 123, 143; of illusory 
identity 132,136,139n, 145,146. 

Saiva—their view about Being or Existence 9n—refuted 19-20. 

San khya-Patanjala—Their view about Being or Existence 
9n—refuted 19-20; their view of consciousness 21n— 
refutation 71-72n; their view about causa-effect relation 
represented 115n—refutation 116-1,17n, 

Scripture—grounds for taking it as the primary source of 
knowing Truth 4; as originated from Qod 4-5. 
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Self—as consciousness 52 d, 150n. 

Stream-cognitlon—as interpreted by the Naiyfiyikas 33, 34-35- 
refutation 32-33, 33-34,35 ; as interpreted by Bhatta 34— 
refutation 34 ; as interpreted by Prabhakara 35—refutation 
35-36. 

Vaisnava—their view about Being or Existence 9n—-refutation 
19-20; their view of consciousness criticised 71n; their 
view of causality criticised 82-84, 110-111; their 

(Ramanuja’s) view of error represented 120, 121-122, 

123—refuted 122, 123,123-124. 124-125. 

Vedanta—1, 4, 9n, 20, 52n. 

Vedantists—21n, 52n. 

World—proved as inexplicable 141-144 ; as illusorily identified 
with Existence-Consciousness 144-146 ; proved as false 147- 
148,148n. 
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